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The goal of this work is to provide researchers, preservationists, and historians 
with an in-depth look of the treatment of graves and gravesites over time by Bethel 
United Methodist Church and Old Bethel United Methodist Church in Charleston, South 
Carolina. This data can hopefully be used by researchers in a broader sense to understand 
the treatment of white and African American burials over time.  
Gravestones and sites can reflect how we see people within society in the past, 
present, and future. Therefore, documentation of social and cultural history along with the 
documentation of the built environment that contains tangible artifacts such as cemeteries 
and gravestones is pertinent to our duty as preservations to preserve for future 
generations. 
The preservation of the history and culture of African Americans, so often 
considered ordinary people to the historic record, may have been overlooked in their 
lifetime in terms of contributing to the historic record, but they are memorialized after 
their death.  
This more nuanced interpretation and analysis of Bethel and Old Bethel’s 
cemeteries by exploring the gravesite monuments, and maintenance conditions of the 
cemetery, has shown intentional reflections of attitudes toward the graves of their 
congregation members as well as attitudes over time due to time period of activity. This, 
in a sense, has shown each cemetery’s style over time and a sense of identity. While they 
began as one, each cemetery has created an identity for itself through the acts of the 
congregations that are interred within its parameters. 
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“The American cemetery is a window through which we can view the hopes, fears, and 
designs of the generation that created it and is buried within it. By examining the 
cemetery from the late eighteenth century to the late twentieth century, we can find clues 
to how the mosaic of death changed within America’s social and cultural framework.” 
- David Charles Sloane 
The Last Great Necessity: Cemeteries in American History 
 
 
The perception of death, whether it be burial practices or the living’s interaction 
with the dead, has continued to change and evolve over time. Burial practices and 
traditions can help define a people and their culture, and a lot can be learned about a 
society based on how they treat their dead. While much is known about the people 
interred in Charleston, South Carolina, cemeteries, burial practices, and traditions are a 
lesser-known part of the city’s history. Since one of the first burials in 1695, Charleston 
has experienced many changes in burial practices. From burial inside and under a church 
to burial in a rural field, these changes have come from religious and socioeconomic 
forces that drive the life of the dead. Because of recent endeavors to honor the 
contributing work of African Americans to the city of Charleston and the country as a 
whole, the lives and stories of these people are coming to the forefront of our previous 
understanding of history. 
This thesis seeks to answer the question, “How have the congregations of Old 
Bethel United Methodist Church and Bethel United Methodist Church, who split from 
one church in 1818, treated the graves and gravesites of members over time?”  
Nomenclature throughout the thesis will be that Bethel UMC will be used for the 
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congregation which included Black and white members before the 1818 spilt; Bethel for 
the predominantly white congregation following the split; and Old Bethel for the 
predominantly Black congregation following the 1818 spilt. 
Within this work, a literature review of sources examines the history of burial 
practices and cultures among white and African Americans. The history of Bethel United 
Methodist Church and Old Bethel United Methodist Church throughout the late 
eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth centuries is also examined. A detailed history of 
social aspects of both Bethel United Methodist Church and Old Bethel United Methodist 
Church is studied along with a timeline and analysis of the building evolution and 
tangible artifacts of both churches. Surveys of symbology, material, and conditions of 
headstones within the graveyards and cemeteries of these churches take place to explore 
if different attitudes between two congregations are visible in the graves as artifacts.  
The goal of this work is to provide researchers, preservationists, and historians 
with an in-depth look of the treatment of graves and gravesites over time by Bethel 
United Methodist Church and Old Bethel United Methodist Church in Charleston, South 
Carolina. This data can hopefully be used by researchers in a broader sense to understand 
the treatment of white and African American burials over time.  
As covered in the lit review, African American burial traditions differ greatly 
from white Christian burial traditions. This topic was selected because there were thought 
to be different attitudes in the congregation, along racial lines, of how to use the land 
owned by the church which had been a burial ground. The intention was to see how these 
differences manifested among the built environment and tangible artifacts that remained 
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at the site of the burial. This would be a valuable contribution to historic preservation as 
the field is striving to understand the built environment and the artifacts from groups of 
people (especially underrepresented groups) in terms of values, priorities and meaning.   
If the symbols and material characteristics of the grave markers associated with 
the two congregations prove to be different, then a pattern is established of how the 
different beliefs of the two congregations are manifested in the built environment.  If the 
symbols and material characteristics of the two congregations are similar, then this case 
study will draw into question some of the established wisdom, which is reviewed in the 
literature review, instead suggesting that perhaps differences in denominations within the 
Christian tradition, design style over time, and/or affluence of the community has greater 
impact on the way grave sites are memorialized.   
The documentation and analysis of these two cemeteries is a small sample, but the 
method of selection and analysis shows how future studies could be conducted. Of 
particular interest could be comparing the grave markers of different denominations, and 
locations, along with the racial demographic of the congregation. 
 Gravestones and sites can reflect how we see people within society today. While 
the Eastside in Charleston mostly consists of lower income African Americans living in 
homes that have been owned by multiple generations of their family, south of Broad 
Street residences are owned by affluent, primarily white people who can afford to buy 
expensive houses as well as renovate them and pay for maintenance and upkeep, typically 
by hired labor. An unconsidered view of the difference in care for these residential 
buildings might include judgements about how much the residents value, or take pride in, 
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their dwellings.  The different architectural fabric and maintenance conditions might lead 
to a different interpretation of the community, and the significance1 of the neighborhood 
and individual buildings if preservationists don’t have an understanding of the context, 
and tools and accurate baselines or comparative information to draw from to understand 
the different built environments.  Just because the houses in the Eastside exhibit greater 
deterioration and deferred maintenance does not mean the people who live in them do not 
care. It, instead, suggests limited resources to assist with renovations and development, 
and maintenance. 
 
1 According to the National Register of Historic Places to be considered historically significant, one must 
meet at least one of the following basic criteria: A. The property must be associated with events that 
have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history. B. The property must be 
associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. C. The property must embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, represent the work of a master, possess high 
artistic values, or represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction. D. The property must show, or may be likely to yield, information important to 




Figure 1.1 Picture of Church Street, located South of Broad, facing south (by author) 
 
 
Figure 1.2 Picture of Columbus Street, located in the Eastside, facing east (by author) 
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In the same manner, if a cemetery looks run down or overgrown, preservationists, 
and the general population should not disregard the cemetery as a devalued cultural 
landscape, but strive to understand the conditions, intentional and not, that led the historic 
place as it exists today.  Looks do not equal care.  And level of maintenance does not 
necessarily equate with a place’s significance to its community.  This work contributes to 
a more nuanced interpretation of Bethel and Old Bethel’s cemeteries by exploring how 
the gravesite monuments, and maintenance conditions of the cemetery, are either 
intentional reflections of attitudes toward the graves of their congregation members, or 
the results of other factors.  Beyond the two specific cemeteries, this research sheds light 
on different gravesite memorialization between white and Black Methodists, and 
different gravesite memorialization for Methodists from 1798 to 2018.    
Because of the lack of historical information and documentation regarding Old 
Bethel, compared with Bethel, the ability to understand Old Bethel’s congregation and 
history exists in the form of the built environment and tangible artifacts such as 
cemeteries and gravestones.  Similar to the lack of historic record for the congregation, 
there is hardly any information about the people buried in Old Bethel’s cemetery and the 
cemetery itself. While Bethel’s existing cemetery is well documented (recorded 
inscriptions) and has a plot map, Old Bethel’s cemetery has no documentation nor a plot 
map. As preservationist, it is our duty to document historical information as well as 
tangible artifacts because, as in Old Bethel’s case, it is the last surviving thing that links 
the past to the present and describes the history of important communities. 
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To understand the cemeteries of Old Bethel and Bethel, it is useful to first have an 
overview of the Methodist denomination of Christianity.  More specifically, seeing 
Methodism in the United States and in Charleston assists with framing the analysis of the 
tangible-built environment at the two church’s gravesites.  
 
Methodism in Charleston 
While Bethel United Methodist Church has occupied land in Charleston since 
1795, the history of Methodism in Charleston starts in 1736 with the arrival of John and 
Charles Wesley.  John Wesley is credited as the founder of Methodism, and he and his 
brother arrived in Charleston as clergymen for the Church of England. At this time, 
Charleston, known as Charles Town until 17832, was one of the wealthiest cities in the 
English colonies.  
During his visit to South Carolina, John Wesley saw Africans in slavery for the 
first time. He spoke with enslaved Africans, was deeply touched by their spiritual needs, 
and alarmed that one human could hold another in slavery. In his journal he wrote, “O 
God where are thy tender mercies? . . . When shall the Sun (sic) of righteousness arise on 
these outcasts of men with healing in his wings?”3 This was the beginning of his 
struggles against slavery and the foundation on which the early Methodists spoke out 
against the practice.4 
 
2 “The Act to Incorporate Charleston, 1783.” Wards of Charleston, 1783-1960, The Charleston Archive, 
Charleston County Public Library. 
3 Ann Taylor Andrus. The Name Shall Be Bethel: The History of Bethel United Methodist Church, 1797-
1997. Columbia, SC: R.L. Bryan Company, 1997, 2-3. 
4 Ibid. 
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The Methodist movement remained fairly unorganized and unnoticed in the 
Lowcountry until the arrival of Bishop Francis Asbury in 1785.5  Asbury became a 
Methodist lay preacher at age eighteen and arrived in the colonies in 1771 for missionary 
work, at the request of John Wesley. The Methodist Church was officially organized in 
1784 and Asbury preached his first sermon in Georgetown, South Carolina on February 
23, 1785.6 
Early curiosity of the Charleston elite toward Methodists turned sour as the 
congregation was perceived as a threat to the social and economic way of life in the 
Lowcountry. Church leaders spoke out against slavery, a practice that drove the social 
and economic existence of many of the wealthy Charlestonians. Not wanting to risk their 
way of life, many white, affluent Charlestonians targeted the Methodists for ostracization. 
Undeterred, the Methodist congregation was invited to worship at the home of Mrs. Stoll 
on Stoll’s Alley. Bishop Asbury and other preachers conducted Sunday school for both 
Black and white partitioners until a building for worship was secured on Wentworth 
Street. By 1786, Asbury noted “Our congregations are large, and our people are 
encouraged to undertake the building of a meeting house this year.”7 
In 1786, the membership of the Methodist congregation consisted of 35 white and 
23 Black members. They purchased a lot on Cumberland street across from the Powder 
Magazine and erected a plain wooden building, sixty feet by forty feet, that came to be 
 
5 F. A. Mood. METHODISM IN CHARLESTON. Nashville, TN: E. Stevenson and J.E. Evans, Agents for 
the Methodist Episcopal Church South, 1856, 17-20. 
6 Ibid, 359. 
7 Andrus, 7. 
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known as the Blue Meeting House and the first permanent home of Methodism in 
Charleston.8 The Blue Meeting House was given its name to distinguish it from the White 
Meeting House of the Congregationalists on Meeting street. It soon came to be known as 
the Cumberland Street Church.9 
Methodism in Charleston continued to grow, especially among Blacks, and the 
town’s wealthy continued to feel threatened. The main question that plagued the 
Methodist Church not only in Charleston, but South Carolina, was how to survive in a 
state where society was violently stratified, and the economic structure relied on the 
dehumanization of a large portion of the state’s population. Leaders came to the 
agreement that slavery, although unwanted, must be accepted as an established institution 
in South Carolina. Church leaders addressed it at the General Conference of 1804. The 
“Discipline” of 1804 was approved in two additions – one that discouraged slavery for 
the Methodist Church at large and one for the South Carolina Methodist Conference, 
excluding the section on slavery.10 
 
Bethel United Methodist Church – The Beginning 
Methodism continued to grow in Charleston with an increasing number of 
members in the Methodist congregation which met in the Cumberland Street Church, the 
only Methodist church at the time. By 1795, more land was needed as a burial ground for 
members of the Cumberland Street Church Methodist Church. “They went ‘way out in 
 
8 Ibid. 
9 Ibid, 7-8. 
10 Huff, 374. 
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the country’ to purchase land from Thomas Bennett for 100 pounds sterling; land that 
now sits on the corner of Pitt and Calhoun Streets. The lot was described as Lot No. 157 . 
. . Butting and Bounding North Eastwardly on Pitt Street, South Eastwardly on Lot 150 . . 
. Southwestwardly on Lot 158 . . . Northeastwardly on Manigault [today Calhoun] 
Street.”11  
Talk of a new church building was discussed for the newly acquired land, but 
nothing was done until February 14, 1797. This congregation was a derivative of 
Cumberland Church.12 At a later meeting, it was decided that the building would be forty 
feet by sixty feet, and construction would begin once 300 pounds of the 600 pounds 
needed were raised. It was agreed upon that the name of the house shall be Bethel, the 
Hebrew word for the house of God.13 Within the year, the first building was started and 
occupied. Members were careful to build only as they could afford each step.14 
Reverend Francis Asbury Mood described some of the early Methodist ministers 
who were buried on this land. “James King was a young man of great zeal and excellent 
sense and he made an attractive appearance in the pulpit. He died in 1797 at age 24 of 
yellow fever and was buried in the Bethel churchyard. John N. Jones was a man of feeble 
constitution but great zeal. He was a fervent preacher primitive in his manners and 
appearance. He died of a fever soon after arriving in Charleston and was buried in Bethel 
churchyard.15 Nicholas Watters came to Charleston in 1804. A sensible well-informed 
 
11 Charleston County. Records of the Register of Deeds Office (ROD), Charleston, S.C. Deed Book X7, p. 
277 
12 Mood., 80. 
13 Ibid, 80 – 81.  
14 Andrus, 12. 
15 Ibid, 92. 
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minister, his labors were cut short when he died of yellow fever during the first year in 
the city. He was buried in Bethel churchyard.”16 This shows that the leaders of the 
church, the ministers, were buried in the churchyard.  Prominent members, along with 
other ministers were buried in the portions of the churchyard that are still present today. 
This suggests that there was a priority when burying members and protection from the 
destruction of certain gravesites.   
When Henry T. Fitzgerald, a Bethel preacher, died in 1819, a central marker was 
placed in the Bethel churchyard memorializing James King, John N. Jones, Nicholas 
Watters, and Henry T. Fitzgerald. The marble stone still stands in the cemetery today. 
While these men do not have widespread name recognition, their deaths, while ministers 
at Bethel were felt throughout the congregation. It is unknown if this is the first marker 
for any of the four ministers.  It is the remaining marker for each today. If original, the 
marker for these four men serves as a reminder of frugality that the congregation 
demonstrated during their early, founding years. If it is a replacement monument then it 
coincides with the date that many of the graves in the churchyard were disturbed, as the 
later chapters of this thesis will discuss.  If a replacement marker, this stone could also be 
 
16 Ibid, 97. 
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interpretated as a mitigating move by the congregation for the three individual 
gravestones destroyed during or after the construction of the church.  
 
 
Figure 1.3 Marble marker for James King, John N. Jones, Nicholas Watters, and Henry T. Fitzgerald (by 
author) 
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Bethel United Methodist Church was dedicated in 1798 with only the outer walls 
in place. The building was not lathed or plastered until 11 years later in 1809. This simple 
forty-foot by sixty-foot wooden building included galleries for the enslaved and pews in 
the back of the first floor for seating for free Black members. White members sat at the 
front of the first floor.  
In 1803 a parsonage for Trinity, a fellow Methodist Church in Charleston, and 
Bethel Methodist Church was built on the westward side of the Bethel Church lot.17 
Around 1806, anticipating growth, another lot was purchased adjacent to Bethel on 
Calhoun Street.18 The southern portion of Bethel’s land on Pitt street was designated as 
the Colored Burial Ground in 1807.19 Methodists’ early doctrine of inclusion among all 
races also applied to burials in the beginning. However, there were designated areas for 
each of the groups of people, just as there was segregated seating inside the buildings.  
Between 1808 and 1815, Trinity Methodist Church traded their portion of the 
parsonage house for a colored burial ground belonging to Bethel.20 The burial ground was 
part of Bethel’s Colored Burial Ground. Although partial areas of Bethel’s Colored 
Burial were traded away, the land was used for the same purpose by Trinity Methodist 
Church. Thus, the markers in this cemetery share great commonality with the cemetery 
markers in the study cemetery, in that they commemorate Black Methodists in 
Charleston.  This cemetery would be an excellent future study to examine differences 
 
17 Mood, 92. 
18 It is not known which portion of land was purchased in 1806. It is known that the lot purchased was on 
Calhoun Street leading to the speculation that the western portion of the lot is the land bought in 1806.  
19 Andrus, 16. 
20 Andrus, 95. 
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between specific congregations and their memorialization at sites of burial.  Other 
benevolent societies for African Americans eventually bought land around these two 
burial grounds (Bethel’s and Trinity’s). This choice that Bethel made in exchanging 
burial land for assets for the living congregation members (full rights to the Parsonage 
building) is the first of a series of land-use decisions that reveal certain priorities about 
the congregation.  This decision particularly reveals the priorities of the church leadership 
who had decision making power and was comprised of white parishioners. 
 
The Schisms 
By 1815, membership rolls listed 282 white members and 3,793 Black members. 
The Black members held their own classes, Quarterly Conference, and managed their 
own collection money.21 However, preacher in charge (a white man) noticed 
discrepancies in the financial records of the Black congregation. Upon investigation, 
corruption was found to exist.22 The belief was that the “corruption” involved Black 
members using church money to purchase freedom for enslaved members of the 
congregation. This was not acceptable to the white church leaders, and they took 
privileges of self-governance away from the Black members. Many Black members were 
extremely angered by this action began working toward developing an independent 
church.23 
 
21 Mood, 123. 
22 Andrus, 17 
23 Ibid. 
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Outside of Charleston but bearing relation to the plan that Black members of 
Bethel were making in 1816, Bishop Richard Allen started the African Methodist 
Episcopal, commonly known as AME, organization in Philadelphia in 1816. The AME 
church began because African Americans in places such as Baltimore and Philadelphia 
were being repressed by white church leaders, just as in Charleston. Rather than fight 
against these leaders, Black Methodists were compelled to seek places of worship for 
themselves without animosity. This led people in Philadelphia to call a general 
convention in April 1816. Taking into consideration their grievances, and in order to 
secure their privileges and promote union among African American Christians in similar 
situations, they resolved, that “the people of Philadelphia, Baltimore, and all other places 
who should unite with them, should become one body under the name and style of the 
‘African Methodist Episcopal Church.’”24 Unbeknownst to Bethel and the Methodist 
Church, the beginning of a major fracture between races had begun. 
This alternate religious denomination was seen by Black congregates as an escape 
from the overbearing and controlling white leadership of Bethel. An opportunity 
presented itself for the Black congregates to take on the new AME identity. Two Black 
members, Morris Brown and another man, were sent to Philadelphia to study under 
Allen. They were ordained as deacons and returned to Charleston.25  
 
24 N. W. C. Cannon.  A History of the African Methodist Episcopal Church, the Only One in the United 
States of America, Styled Bethel Church ... to Be Held Forth in Remembrance of the Right 
Reverend Richard Allen, First Bishop of the Connection. Rochester, NY: Pub. by Rev. N.C.W. 
Cannon, 1842. http://hdl.handle.net/2027/emu.010002406236, 8. 
25 Ibid. 
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In 1818, the trustees of Bethel decided to build a hearse house on the portion of 
the property that was designated for use as the burial ground for Black members in 1807. 
When protests against the hearse house construction fell on deaf ears, Black congregants 
saw this as a significant enough act of dismissal that they were compelled to act. 4,367 
Black members left Bethel United Methodist Church.26 Not all Black members left 
Bethel at this time. 
Under the leadership of Morris Brown, the Black Methodists acquired property at 
the corner of Reid and Hanover Streets to build their church.27 The church quickly 
became the focal point for attention from law enforcement. The congregation was 
visited regularly as a form of intimidation, and because Brown allowed for the 
teaching of reading and writing in the church, which was a violation of the state’s 
ban on Black literacy.  Charleston authorities repeatedly shut the church down. In 
1821, the City Council warned Reverend Morris Brown that they would not tolerate 
“a school for slaves.”28  
 
26 Mood, 130 – 132. 
27 Mood, 133. 
28 Douglas R. Egerton. “The Long, Troubled History of Charleston's Emanuel AME Church.” The New 




Figure 1.4 Location of Bethel Church (left) vs. Location of AME Church on Hanover and Reid streets 
(map courtesy of University of South Carolina Aerial Photographs)  
 
The congregation struggled through acts of intimidation until 1822 when 
Denmark Vesey, a free Black member of the congregation, reportedly planned an 
insurrection.29 Vesey urged Blacks to rise against whites and fight for their freedom. He 
and other Black leaders secretly gathered weapons and were ready to move forward in 
an attempt to take their freedom by force when their plan was discovered (or invented, 
depending on the credibility of the allegations of conspiracy to stage an uprising). The 
 
29 It is not known if Denmark Vesey was an actual member of Bethel Church. It is known that he lived in a 




city officials investigated and arrested Denmark Vesey and his followers. Vesey and 33 
others were executed by hanging for the conspiracy.30 
Many citizens blamed the African Methodist Episcopal Church for incubating the 
uprising and teaching a right to freedom.  The church was forcibly dismantled by 1834. 
Many Blacks returned to the Methodist congregation while others joined the 
Presbyterians.31 Morris Brown fled to Philadelphia. There he continued his work with the 
AME Church, and in 1828 he became the second bishop. His work was integral to the 
church’s expansion.  
Once more the Methodists of Charleston, including Bethel, were criticized for 
accepting Black members and encouraging their church participation and education. State 
laws were passed preventing Black people from meeting without a white supervisor. It 
also became a crime for white people to teach Black people to read and write.32  The 
abolitionist ideas of South Carolina Methodists evolved into an attitude of reluctant 
acceptance of the civil standards of the day and an attitude of parental concern for Black 
congregants.  
After the return of Black Methodists to Bethel Church the congregation continued 
to face significant racial tensions. As was the practice before the departure of many 
African American members in 1818, it remained the church’s practice to only allow 
enslaved people to sit in the galleries while free Black people were able to sit in the back 
 
30 Archie Vernon Huff. A History of South Carolina United Methodism. Columbia, SC: The Print Shop, 
1984, 375. 
31 Bishop F.C. James, African Methodism in South Carolina: A Bicentennial Focus (Tappan, NY: 
Custombook, Inc.: 1987), 316. 
32 Andrus, 18 – 19.  
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on the main level in a section known as “the boxes.” White members sat in the front of 
the main section. With large attendance by Blacks, “the boxes” overflowed and Black 
members began to encroach on the white seating area. In 1833 a group of young white 
men at Bethel physically removed some Black members, who had not left Bethel for the 
AME church in 1818, who were seated beyond the boxes. This action was opposed by the 
ministers and older members. 33 
Verbal and written turmoil erupted within the congregation. Sides were taken, 
pamphlets written, and official resignations called for. Finally, nine of the young white 
Bethel men involved in the action against Black members were expelled. In this instance, 
unlike the previous conflict around the construction of the hearse house, the leadership 
sided with Black interests in the situation. The expulsion caused approximately 165 
members to withdraw and form a Methodist Protestant Church in the city.34 Though the 
forceable removal of Black congregates from a white seating area was too far for Bethel’s 
leadership, segregated seating areas persisted. Unable to resolve issues of equity, the 
Black congregation seceded in 1840. In this period, the Black congregation met in 
various buildings around the city.35  
With many of the Black congregants departed in 1840, the new Bethel 
Church sanctuary was constructed between 1851 and 1853 to accommodate the 
church’s growing white congregation. In 1852, the original Bethel church 
 
33 Mood, 147 – 150. 
34 Ibid. 
35 T. J. Hyder. (2014). Charleston’s Magnolia Umbra Cemetery District: A Necrogeographic History. 
(Master's thesis). Retrieved from https://scholarcommons.sc.edu/etd/2846, 73 – 74. 
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building was moved across the lot, to the western portion and given to the Black 
congregation to use. 
New Bethel was constructed as a Greek Revival style building measuring 99 feet 
by 61 feet and cost approximately $20,000 to build.36 “New” refers to the 1853 sanctuary 
that sits on the corner of Pitt and Calhoun streets today. The congregation that resides 
there now is considered Bethel while the original Bethel building sits across the street on 
Calhoun and is called Old Bethel housing the African American congregation.  The 
galleries of new Bethel Church, now removed, went around the two sides and front of the 
church to accommodate the enslaved congregation which was thought to be over fourteen 
hundred congregates at the time.37 The new structure was indicative of the Methodist 
Church reaching a higher position in the social and financial scene in Charleston. Old 
Charleston family names began to appear on the Methodist rolls. Many more members 
of the established aristocracy attended the Methodist churches, even though they did not 
officially join the church. In the early days, the Methodist churches were called ''barns" 
due to their unadorned style and the disdain felt about the Methodist religion and 
practices. The new Bethel sanctuary and other Methodist church buildings in the city 





36 Andrus, 22 – 24. 
37 Ibid, 24. 
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The Civil War and On 
The Civil War started in Charleston Harbor in April 1861. Bethel was affected in 
many ways. Food and money were in short supply while buildings were used but did not 
receive the usual maintenance. Every aspect of life was altered.39  
Trinity Methodist Church was shelled so severely by the union army that the 
building became unstable. Cumberland Street Church was burned to the ground during 
the Great Fire of 1861. Spring Street Methodists, also known as St. James, lost their 
minister. The only operating Methodist Church that remained in the city was Bethel.40 
Bethel opened its doors to the entire Methodist population of Charleston. All the 
Methodist congregations, Black and white, worshipped together at Bethel and Old Bethel.  
In 1864, Rev. Francis Asbury Mood was assigned to the City Colored Mission 
where he would secretly teach freedmen and enslaved people to read and write during 
Sunday school sessions. He also served the white congregation.  
Mood left Charleston just before the war ended and traveled to England in an 
attempt to secure needed money for the Church. During his time overseas, the South 
surrendered and Rev. T. Willard Lewis, a northern Methodist minister, came with official 
orders from the Union Secretary of War to take control of all unoccupied churches.41 
With this authority, Lewis took possession of all the property of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church South in Charleston. He directed the white members to worship at Bethel and the 
Black members to worship at Spring Street Church and Trinity Church which was being 
 
39 Ibid, 29. 
40 Ibid. 
41 Ibid, 30 – 31. 
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repaired at the time. This directive only codified the established division among race 
within the Methodist Church. 
Upon hearing of the South’s surrender, Rev. Francis Asbury Mood immediately 
booked passage back to South Carolina. Upon his arrival in Charleston, Mood found Rev. 
Lewis in control of the Methodist churches. Mood met with Lewis and requested he 
return all church property to the individual congregations. Lewis refused on the grounds 
that he was following the orders of the Secretary of War and Northern Methodist Bishop 
Ames. Lewis even refused to allow Mood to reclaim his private property housed in the 
parsonage.42 This refusal made Rev. Mood determined to secure the church property for 
its rightful owners. The state and the city were under military control. Mood prepared 
papers and called on the Union general Rufus Saxton of the Freedman’s Bureau in 
Charleston.  
Mood explained the situation with the Methodist churches and presented proper 
papers. The general agreed that Bethel and Trinity Churches, at least, should be returned 
to the local church leaders. He immediately signed papers and forwarded them to 
President Johnson. The papers returned from Washington with orders that Bethel Church 
and parsonage be returned to the local church leaders.43 Bethel and Trinity were returned 
to the white members. Both congregations wanted the Black members to return to their 
former places of worship. The African Methodist Episcopal Church (AME) leaders, who, 
since the date of the AME church’s dismantling in the 1834, were also urging the Black 
 
42 Ibid, 31. 
43 Huff, 396. 
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Methodists to join them. Rev. Lewis campaigned to keep the Black members with him at 
Old Bethel and St. James Church.44 
The 1872 Drie Bird’s eye view of the city of Charleston, South Carolina map lists 
a building on Pitt Street that is a few doors south of Bethel as Bethel Church (Colored) 
(see figures 1.3 and 1.4). Research concluded that this is an inaccurate label, the church 
depicted was actually Plymouth Congregational Church founded by African Americans 
who split from Circular Congregation on Meeting Street in 1867. Because Bethel’s Black 
congregation used different buildings around the city to worship in, it is likely that Old 
Bethel’s congregation held services at this church, thus causing the mislabeling. The 
map’s author and artist could have easily mistaken it as Bethel Church (Colored) because 
of its proximity to Bethel Church.45   
 
 
44 Andrus, 32. 






Figure 1.5 Bird’s Eye View Map showing Bethel Church (59) and “Bethel Church (Colored)” (69).  
 
 
Figure 1.6 Bird’s Eye View Map showing the incorrect reference of Bethel Church (Colored) 
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In 1873, Old Bethel begins their own cemetery, not as a churchyard near 
their primary place of worship, the Old Bethel Church building, situated on the 
western part of the Bethel lot, but in a cemetery three miles north. The character 
of the cemetery will be described in detail later in chapter three. 
A major service was held at Trinity where Bethel and Trinity leaders invited the 
Black members to return to their places in the galleries. Lewis made a dramatic appeal to 
the Black members: “Brethren and sisters, there will be no galleries in heaven. Those 
who are willing to go with a church that makes no distinction as to race or color, follow 
me …”46 All the Black people present rose and marched out with him.   
The Old Bethel church building was used by the Black congregation from 1851, 
when it was moved to the western portion of Bethel’s land, until it was officially given to 
that congregation on August 27, 1876.47 In 1882, the Black congregation bought a lot, 
and the building was rolled across the street on logs to its present location at 222 Calhoun 
Street. It continues to serve as Charleston’s oldest standing Methodist Church building.48 
Prominent members of Old Bethel include Henry Cardozo, Charleston County Auditor 
and state senator as well as Septima P. Clark, a teacher and Civil Rights activist.49  
Very little history can be found on Old Bethel’s congregation and history after 
1882 when the church leaves Bethel’s church records.  While researching the history of 
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both congregations, significantly more documentation on Bethel and its congregation was 
available. I scoured all repositories within Charleston and found that the Avery Center for 
African American History and Culture was the only repository that had any physical 
documents or information on Old Bethel. Much of Bethel’s history came from the 
church’s historian, Camille Wish. The lack of documentation for Old Bethel only 
suggests that the built environment and tangible artifacts such as cemeteries and 
gravestones are critical expressions of the history of this community. 
Several events at Bethel in the 1960s provide context for another chapter of the 
congregation’s difficult racial tensions.  The World Service and conference benevolence 
programs of the Methodist Church began to promote integration on the national level in 
the 1960s. This influenced the official literature of the church and the allocation of 
money. Some local churches did not agree with this position. Bethel Church members 
were divided in their individual opinions concerning integration and the national stand of 
the Methodist Church. Booklets were written and printed by opposing groups. At the 
meeting of the official board of Bethel Methodist Church on July 1, 1963, a resolution 
was presented. This resolution resolved that Negros will not be welcomed to worship at 
Bethel Church.50 Within weeks the quarterly conference of Bethel Methodist Church 
passed a resolution reiterating the position previously asserted by its official board that 
opposed membership of African Americans in Bethel Methodist Church.   
This action drew scathing comments in newspapers and in letters from the Bishop 
of the South Carolina conference and others who felt that Bethel Church should rethink 
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its position. Things for Bethel Church culminated with the vote on January 6, 1969, at the 
meeting of the Bethel administration board. At this meeting the chairman told of the 
attempt of 6 Black people to gain admittance to Bethel on Sunday January 5th. They were 
told that the church was not integrated, and they were asked to not enter but were directed 
to the nearby Methodist Church for their race if they genuinely wished to worship. This 
was perceived as an attempt to create an incident and national wire news services were 
promptly notified. The chairman then asked the wishes of the board on handling future 
incidences. The pastor read from the new discipline the section concerning admittance for 
any one for purpose of worship. After a lengthy discussion it was moved that the board 
rescind any previous instructions or policies and instruct the usher to seat anyone who 
wishes to enter to participate in worship services. The motion was passed with 
opposition.51 
One hundred years after Old Bethel leaves the available historic written record, 
records do indicate that the church had fallen on hard times financially. A letter written 
by Septima P. Clark in 1984 stated,  
“As an old member of old Bethel United Methodist Church, I'm greatly concerned 
about a mortgage bill of $23,255.03 that we the members need to liquidate in the 
near future. Please help to raise $1000 by September for my church. As Christians 
we can liquidate that debt with your help. Old Bethel United Methodist Church is 
the oldest Methodist Church in Charleston S.C., and it needs your help. Please 
come to its rescue.”   
 
There is also documentation that a committee was set up in to explore and 
research the possibility of merging with Centenary Church and moving to a more 
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predominately Black neighborhood and community. “The three possibilities included 
closing Old Bethel and Centenary and the two churches together buy another church in a 
more promising, residential neighborhood, close Old Bethel and the congregation buy 
and move to a church in a more promising, predominately Black community, or borrow 
money or have a building rally and fix Old Bethel as was suggested previously and 
remain on Calhoun Street.” 52 The congregation chose the third option and remained on 
Calhoun Street. 
 
Present Day Relationship Between Old Bethel and Bethel 
 While Bethel United Methodist Church and Old Bethel United Methodist Church 
have no animosity towards each other today and even hold joint events and gatherings, 
the two congregations remain separate.  The independence of the two churches is seen in 
their worship spaces and their cemeteries.  
 Much of the Bethel United Methodist Church churchyard has been built over and 
commemorative stones destroyed.  The cemeteries visible on maps and in church records 
from the unified period of the church’s history (1795 to 1818) have very small sections 
remaining intact today.  The remaining sections of this churchyard are located on the 
north side of the sanctuary at the corner of Pitt and Calhoun Streets and contain 
approximately 107 number of stones with a range of dates from 1798-1953 (See Figure 
1.7). All of the parts of the cemetery which were for interring Black members have been 
 
52 Old Bethel United Methodist Church memorial programs, 1957, 1972-1975, Box: 13, Folder: 1. Avery 
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built over.  Most of the sections of the cemetery with white members have had a similar 
fate.  The remaining stones from the last surviving ‘white section’ are surveyed in the 
cemetery survey as the sample from Bethel.   
 
Figure 1.7 Remaining portion of Bethel churchyard. (Courtesy of Google Maps) 
 
 
Old Bethel’s cemetery, started in 1873, is used to represent that congregation in 
the cemetery study. It is located on the corner of Cunnington Avenue and Skurvin Street 
(See Figure 1.8). The boundaries of the cemetery have not changed since its founding. 




















The goal of this investigation is to analyze the difference in gravesite practices 
between the two factions of Bethel church, in Charleston, South Carolina, over the 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries.  The split in the congregation of Bethel Church 
resulted from a difference of opinion in how to treat the gravesites on the church’s 
property and was a dividing line between predominantly African American congregation 
members and white ones.  This study examines if these different attitudes are manifest in 
the excitant physical fabric associated with sites of burials for the two congregations of 
Bethel United Methodist Church and Old Bethel United Methodist Church after the 1818 
separation.  The following literary review encompasses writings about white and African 
American burial practices as well as books and articles about the history and evolution of 
the perception of death and memorialization through archeology and iconography of 
gravestones. 
The way in which death is perceived and therefore memorialized has changed 
throughout time. Scholars place the date of what we know to be the start of modern burial 
practices at the beginning of the eighteenth century. Many popular burial practices across 
the United States typically come from Christian ideology and are derived from the first 





The Perception of Death 
Philippe Aries’ book, The Hour of Our Death: The Classic History of Western 
Attitudes Toward Death Over the Last One Thousand Years, is cited in many materials 
concerning the perception of death within modern times and reaching further back into 
history. This comprehensive look into attitudes toward death had not been researched and 
compiled until this book was published. While the copyright year of 1977 might seem 
outdated in terms of most historical research and data, the perception of death is a slow-
moving phenomenon compared to many social movements and shifts. The findings of 
this book apply to today as they did forty-four years ago because of the slow-moving 
phenomenon. More recent works support and agree with society’s perception of death 
today.  
“Ancient funerary practices, so different from our own: the narrowness and 
anonymity of the graves, the piling up of bodies, the reuse of graves, the storing of bones 
in charnels – all a phenomenon that had been interpreted as marks of indifference toward 
the dead. Christianity had disposed of the dead by abandoning them to the Church, where 
they were forgotten. It was not until the late eighteenth century that a new sensibility 
rejected the traditional indifference, and that piety was invented which became so popular 
and so widespread in the romantic era that it was believed to have existed from the 
beginning of time.”53 The romantic era of death seems to have started at the beginning of 
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time according to movies and the media. However, this sense of the romantism of death 
has only been around since the mid 1800s. While it seems that society has moved on 
from this and sees death more as a distant relative that only visits once every so often, the 
traditions of personalized gravestones and memorializing the dead are still seen today.  
The ancient attitude towards death dealt with the closeness and familiarity of its 
presence, yet many were desensitized and indifferent to it. In spite of their familiarity 
with death, the ancients feared the proximity of the dead and kept them far away.  
“Some of the early Christians, in order to show their rejection of pagan 
superstition and their joy in returning to God, attached no importance to the place of their 
burial. They believed that the pagan worship of tombs was in opposition to the 
fundamental dogma of the resurrection of the flesh.”54 Perceptions shifted in the early 
eighteenth century. The change is remarkable, because it reflected massive difference 
between the old pagan attitude and the new Christian attitude toward the death. In the 
eighteenth century, the dead ceased to frighten the living. 
The way in which bodies are buried has changed overtime. It was believed that by 
the Middle Ages there was no economic or spiritual motive to bury bodies in in tombs 
protected by martyrs and with jewelry and other belongings that attracted looters. As long 
as the bodies remained within the sacred confines of the church, whatever changes might 
affect them were no longer of any importance. Even while being buried under churches 
and in churchyards, priests themselves would disturb original resting places by removing 
the body itself.  
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From the Middle Ages to the Early Modern period, many Europeans, including 
American colonists had a calm, resigned, almost absent-minded attitude towards death. 
Life expectancy in was low until the late 1800s due to lack of advancements in 
technology and medicine. Many women could easily die in childbirth along with the child 
itself. No tomorrow was guaranteed. They viewed natural death, as opposed to sudden, 
violent death, as an ordinary, unremarkable aspect of the human condition. Despite the 
existence of a theology which promised heaven and threatened hell, people accepted 
death placidly, as if they were asleep. Medieval Europeans displayed, says Aries, “a very 
old, very durable, very massive sentiment of familiarity with death, with neither fear nor 
despair, halfway between passive resignation and mystical trust.” When their time came, 
they just shut their eyes and died, gone quietly as a candle. 55   
Aries, a French medievalist and historian used many documentational sources 
throughout his work to convey the true sense and essence of the attitudes towards death. 
By using data straight from medieval to modern records, he is able convey good data and 
use convincing sources.  
But this reconciliation did not serve to force the ancient fear of death; on the 
contrary, it led to a familiarity that eventually, in the 18th century, bordered on 
indifference. We see that the customary procedure, from Christian antiquity until 18th 
century is burial inside churches. Until the end of the 18th century at least, the practice of 
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burying the dead in churches persisted. It had become commonplace to devote the entire 
floor of the church to graves for the wealthy and powerful. Commoners were buried in 
consecrated grounds in churchyards next to the church.  
This function began inside the walls of the church and continued beyond them. 
Hence, the word church did not mean simply the building, but the whole area of the 
building and its landscape. Early cemeteries were simply the courtyard of the church. 
Churchyards included the church and graveyard together. “Churchyard and “graveyard” 
as terms were not replaced by “cemetery” in its current usage until the 19th century, and 
then only to distinguish another kind of cemetery the “rural cemetery”.56  
The cemetery, together with the church, was the center of social life in the 18th 
century. During the Middle Ages and until well into the 17th century, the idea of public 
square had now become exclusively a space reserved for the dead. Over the centuries, 
burial practices are characterized by the combination of bodies in small places, 
particularly in churches, which serves as cemeteries, in addition to outdoor cemeteries, 
and by the constant relocation of bones and the transfer from the ground to the charnels, 
and finally, by the daily presence of the living among the dead.57   
 The start of the Rural Cemetery Movement ushers in the attitudes towards death 
that many congregants of Bethel and Old Bethel had. While Bethel congregates seemed 
to romanticize death and commemorate loved ones through large, marble headstones with 
either extensive letter carving or grand relief carving, Old Bethel’s attitude seemed more 
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somber. Because of the time period of activity for both cemeteries was different, the way 
in which the death was romanticized is possibly different. Because of examples like this, 
we do not see the attitude towards death change from the mid 1800s to the present. The 
way in which death is romanticized maybe have changed slightly, but it is still engrained 
in society though media, movies, memorials, and burials. 
 
From Graveyards to Cemeteries 
The term cemetery derives from the Greek and Latin words for "sleeping place." 
The concept is closely related to burial ground, graveyard, churchyard, and necropolis, 
which is Greek for "city of the dead." The boundary between these designations is not 
clear-cut. A burial ground and a graveyard consist of one or several graves. The term 
burial ground is more often used than the term graveyard to designate unplanned or non-
consecrated places for burial. A churchyard is a consecrated graveyard owned by the 
church and attached to church buildings. A necropolis is a large graveyard.58 
According to the author Eva Reimers, the most relevant predecessor to the 
modern Western cemetery is the Roman cemetery, where each body was given an 
identifiable home in a separate grave. Excavations from fourth-century British cemeteries 
reveal extensive urban burial grounds, often on new sites outside the borders of town. 
The separation of the living from the dead, with the town boundary as the dividing line, 
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was absolute. With the weakening of the Roman Empire, the organization of society in 
rural villages, and the Christian cult of martyrs, this practice gradually changed.59  
As the centuries progressed, however, graveyards changed dramatically, 
reflecting changing attitudes toward life and death, new technologies, improved 
transportation, and a growing population. Even the word Americans used for a burial 
place changed from graveyard to cemetery.60 In urban settings, the cemetery is sometimes 
no longer visible. It has lost its identity and it merges with the outbuildings of the church, 
the public parks, and development. Cemeteries are constantly being developed every day. 
The nineteenth century saw a development from churchyards to cemeteries. There 
were three major reasons for this change. First, urbanization led to overcrowded 
churchyards in the big cities. Second, the church became increasingly secularized. 
Besides being at risk of losing ideological and symbolic power over burial customs and 
death rituals, the churches wanted to sustain their significant income of burial fees used 
to upkeep the ground of the church. Lastly, many people believed that graveyards-
imposed health hazards such as decomposing body fluids invading water sources. 
Together this led to an increase in establishment of cemeteries free from the control of 
the church and by the 1850s the monopoly of the churchyard was broken.61 
As early as 1745, French author, Abbé Porée proposed that cemeteries should be 
transferred outside the towns. He insisted that this was the surest way to procure and 
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preserve the freshness of the air, the cleanliness of temples, and the health of the 
inhabitants, considerations of the utmost importance.62  
The Rural Cemetery movement became popular starting in the Northeastern 
United States in 1831 with Mount Auburn in Boston. The rural cemetery became more 
than just a burial ground. The cemeteries were designed with a romantic vision that was 
based on English landscape gardening. The idealized vision of nature provided a 
sanctuary of solitude and quiet contemplation as well as beauty. These cemeteries 
became places for families to bring a picnic and visit the final resting place of their loved 
ones, while also enjoying the fresh air and scenery. Many of these cemeteries became 
sources of civic pride, and the grounds were well maintained. Many articles were written 
during the time giving advice on how to create this new style of cemetery. An article by 
The Country Gentleman, an agricultural magazine, gave specific instructions for the rural 
cemetery. The article noted that “cemeteries are not to be left naked and desolate,” but 
should be a “pleasant, cultivated scene,” with “fences or hedges and belts of trees, to give 
them an air of security and seclusion … and to make them appear to be a suitable resting 
place [sic] and home for the dead.”63 
20th century cemeteries also reflect a significant change in Americans’ attitudes 
toward death. With improvements in medicine, there was a dramatic drop in the death 
rate, especially in infant mortality, and an increase in the average life span. More 
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Americans were dying in hospitals or nursing homes rather than at home. Death, once the 
focus of rituals of mourning and remembrance, was increasingly hidden away. No longer 
where there the overly dramatic statues of weeping angels from the Victorian period. 
American sought landscapes of death that were more peaceful and serene. The memorial 
park, with its minimalistic uniform markers, careful plantings, and uplifting statuary, 
replaced the increasingly crowded cemeteries of the Victorian era.64 
Throughout the 20th century, Americans were either buried or cremated. A clear 
trend in the Western world is increase in cremation. Because urns and ashes require less 
space than coffins, and there is a growing preference of depersonalized gardens of 
remembrance instead of personalized graves.65 As we move further in the 21st century, 
however, environmentally friendly options, called green burials, or becoming much more 
varied and accepted. Some of these options askew the idea of a permanent headstone. 
And said they purposely opt for grave markers that disintegrate overtime.66 
 
African American Burial and Memorialization Practices 
Perhaps the most widely acknowledged and studied aspect of African American 
burial practices in the United States is the use of specific types of grave goods, placed 
within a cemetery. African American cemeteries are a unique resource. They not only 
represent the last resting place of Black Americans, but they are also storehouses of 
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African American history. The graveyards and the grave decorations offer an unusual 
glimpse of a part of history which is rapidly disappearing. The cultural customs of the 
people using these cemeteries are quickly changing. In addition, the cemeteries 
themselves are being lost to development.67  
Today, many African American cemeteries in Charleston, South Carolina, are 
similar to white cemeteries. Some African American graveyards, however, especially in 
the rural areas, still follow burial traditions with roots in Africa. Orlando Patterson has 
proposed that the institution of slavery caused the "social death" of the people enslaved, in 
that the inherited meanings of their ancestors were denied to them through control of their 
cultural practices by slave owners and overseers. A survey of archaeological evidence for 
mortuary practices in African American society, however, shows that this was not the 
case and instead African Americans were able to continue their mortuary practices even 
while enslaved.68 
Funerals in plantation slavery contexts in particular, appear to have afforded 
African Americans an opportunity to develop African American cultural practices in 
the New World based at least partially on African practices. Funerals were in fact the 
only time the enslaved were usually permitted to gather in groups larger than three 
 
67 “Grave Matters: The Preservation of African-American Cemeteries.” Grave Matters - The Chicora 
Foundation. Chicora Foundation, Inc. Accessed January 11, 2021. 
https://www.sciway.net/hist/chicora/gravematters.html#intro, 1. 
68 Ross W. Jameison. "Material Culture and Social Death: African-American Burial Practices." Historical 
Archaeology 29, no. 4 (1995): 39-58. Accessed October 19, 2020. 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/25616423, 39.  
 41 
people, and thus little doubt remains that such events were of key importance in 
maintaining many cultural ties.69  
In some African societies those who died a "natural death'' were distinguished 
from those who died in childbirth, from infectious disease, from being struck by lightning, 
from committing suicide, and as victims of murder or drowning. Among the Yoruba, 
burial of the dead generally occurred within the town boundary, under a room in their 
house, whereas those who died "unnaturally" were relegated to outside the town for 
burial.70 
According to key belief systems of African societies targeted by the slave 
trade, particularly those of West and Central Africa, death was not the end of life, but 
a phase in the cycle termed the “four moments of the sun." The rising sun symbolized 
birth. The sun's movement higher in the sky represented adulthood; the setting sun 
signified death; and midnight, when the sun is shining on the world of the dead," 
marked movement to the spirit realm.71 
Many people brought to South Carolina and sold into slavery came from the 
Kongo and Angolan ports of the West African coast. The Bakongo culture dominated 
these areas and believed in one god and an afterlife in a world populated by spirits. 
According to Robert Ferris Thompson, author of Flash of the Spirit: African and Afro-
American Art and Philosophy, the Bakongo believed that inanimate objects and things in 
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nature had a living, conscious force within them, and that it was important to satisfy the 
spirit of the deceased and protect the living from the actions of dissatisfied spirits. The 
grave was a charm or powerful talisman that controlled events in the spirit world, as well 
as the world of the living.72  
The spirit world was turned upside down under the world of the living and 
connected to it by water. To the Bakongo, graves were important as mediums for 
communication with the spirits of the dead. They decorated graves with personal 
belongings of the deceased—items the spirits would need in the afterlife. A traveler in 
Africa in 1891 noted that the Bakongo decorated the graves of their friends with items 
like crockery, empty bottles, and old cooking pots.73 
According to Christina Brooks in her article for African Diaspora Archeology, 
“The one difference between the enslaved African cemeteries is that Lowcountry 
cemeteries appear more frequently near a natural source of water. This connection to 
water with Lowcountry enslaved African cemeteries may suggest a closure tie with 
African influences not shared by the enslaved of the Chesapeake. According to some 
West African traditions, water served as an intermediary between the living and the 
dead.”74 
Many slaves adopted Christian beliefs, but they also continued to practice African 
traditions, sometimes vesting them with new meanings. Although the practice has 
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declined, personal goods still mark some African American graves. Items associated with 
water—shells, pitchers, jugs, vases, and the like—are often found on graves. These items 
reveal a link to the Bakongo belief that the spirits pass through a watery world in their 
journey to the afterlife. 
The custom of intentionally breaking objects left as grave decorations is 
interpreted to symbolize destruction of the body, and to prevent the cycle of death from 
enclosing family members.75 
In North America the surface decoration of graves with ceramics and other 
objects is the most commonly recognized African American material culture indicator of 
cemetery sites. William Faulkner, in Go Down, Moses, described a Black cemetery with 
"shards of pottery and broken bottles and old brick and other objects insignificant to sight 
but actually of a profound meaning and fatal to touch, which no white man could have 
read.''  
The earliest published example of material evidence of the practice in the New 
World appears to be a blue shell-edged plate, dated 1800-1818, found in the surface 
humus directly above the head of an excavated burial in South Carolina. This of course 
does not preclude the use of artifacts as grave markers from the first arrival of Africans in 
the New World, as such surface remains would be particularly susceptible to disturbance 
by many processes including reuse of the land for purposes other than as a cemetery.76 
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The significant role that death played and the desire to respond to it was no less 
important for enslaved Africans than it was for others occupying the same space and 
time, including slave owning whites, non-slave owning whites, free Blacks and Natives 
Americas, mainly indigenous tribes. Because of the integral part that death played, and 
continues to play, in the lives of humans, cemeteries are great repositories of cultural 
information. This intentionally placed material culture laid across a deliberate landscape 
can be important to the interpretation and understanding of the cultural systems of those 
interred. The documented history of enslaved Africans may be enriched when coupled 
with archaeological cemetery surveys that are capable of identifying and interpreting 
patterns within an appropriate context that reflect the values of the group interred.77 
The cemetery became the final resting place for loved ones who were now 
thought to be free of the cruelties of racism and injustice. Although segregated, African 
Americans were able to bury their loved ones with dignity, as they openly participated in 
traditional African American burial customs.78 
Cynthia Conner, an archaeologist who studied South Carolina Lowcountry 
plantation cemeteries, remarked that the very ideology of Black and white graveyards is 
fundamentally different. In white cemeteries: 
“The idealization of death is paramount. The romanticization of the landscape is 
intended to create heaven on earth in the cemetery grounds and deny the blunt 
reality of death. This is initially accomplished through placement [of the white 
cemetery] in a favorable location. … The setting is further enhanced through the 
simultaneous control of unrestrained natural growth and the use of a few select trees 
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such as live oaks to create a parklike atmosphere. … The Black cemetery, on the 
other hand, is not directed toward a parklike environment, or, I believe, the denial 
of death.”79  
 
There is no attempt to make grass grow over the graves or create special vegetation. 
While the cemetery appeared to be untended, the condition of the site may be related to 
an African American tradition of burying the dead in a natural setting.80 
By the twentieth century, African American cemeteries also changed. At the same 
time, as African Americans gained prominence in the professions, practices traditionally 
reserved by white society began to change African American institutions. As black 
mortuary businesses became established in the late nineteenth century, so did the form 
and appearance of African American burial grounds. The education of black landscape 
architects and engineers, and consequent exposure to Euro-American design aesthetics, 
resulted in change in cemetery and burial practices within the African American 
community. African American leaders who promoted self-sufficiency stimulated the 
founding of black commercial enterprises and ecumenical cooperative ventures such as 
cemetery associations, burial societies and fraternal organizations. A significant influence 
in cemetery design of both black and white cemeteries at the turn-of-the-century was the 
work of black engineer Garnet Baltimore. His philosophical view of the park as a place of 
recreation, combining aesthetic form with practical function, gained popularity 
nationwide.81 
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African American burial traditions have undergone a tremendous evolution. 
Modern grave sites, synthesizing African and European practices, utilize more and larger 
headstones, potted plants, silk flowers, and Styrofoam decorations. But there remains a 
subtle manifestation of the African heritage in African American burial, mourning, and 
grave-site practices.82 
 
Archeology & Iconography 
The location of a burial is often based on ethnicity, religion, and social class. The 
size of the grave marker indicates the relative power of males over females, adults over 
children, and the rich over the poor. These differences can be seen between Bethel and 
Old Bethel’s cemeteries. While Bethel’s grave markers are larger than Old Bethel’s due 
to financial reasons, they do not indicate the relative power of male over female with the 
size of their grave markers. Inscriptions, epitaphs, and art reflect emotional bonds 
between family members and the degree of religious immanence in everyday life.83 The 
earliest scholarly work which treated the cemetery as a legible cultural landscape was 
James Deetz and Edwin Dethlefsen, “Death's Head, Cherub, Willow and Urn,” in which 
the two archaeologists applied the methodologies of their discipline to the tombstones in 
the cemeteries surrounding Deetz's Boston home.84 
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Adding on to the work of Deetz and Dethlefsen, archeologists Gorman and 
DiBlasi in Gravestone Iconography ad Mortuary Ideology, attempt to define a mortuary 
ideology that was employed by Euro-American colonists in South Carolina and Georgia 
two centuries ago. These burial markers provide a source of data that reflects past 
attitudes towards death, family, and society.85  
Colonial American borrowing or imitation of iconography is known to have 
reflected mortuary ideology in New England. Archeologists Deetz and Dethlefsen were 
able to show that three motifs of major importance in New England – death’s head, 
cherub, and willow and urn – were borrowed directly from England where each was 
available for some fifty years prior to its adoption in America.86 
The sequence in which the major motifs, death's head, cherub, urn and willow 
replaced each other in New England during the 18th century also occurs in the 
southeastern cemeteries. These iconographic indications of change in mortuary 
ideology accompanied historically known transitions in the theology of both regions 
of North America.87 
In the early-18th century, skull and crossbones and hourglass motifs on some 
stones emphasized the inevitability of death and the briefness of life. The stones were 
intended to remind the living of the uncertain fate of the soul. As the 18th century 
progressed, gravestone motifs reflected changing attitudes toward life and death. The 
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Great Awakening, a religious revival that swept the country between 1726 and 1756, 
emphasized a joyful resurrection for those who repented. By the end of the century, 
carvings of a winged soul, reflecting confidence in resurrection, had largely replaced the 
skull and crossbones and hourglass.88 
 While David R Mould and Missy Loewe, authors of Historic Gravestone Art in 
Charleston, South Carolina, 1695 – 1802, agree with Deetz and Dethlefsen in that 
death’s head, skull and crossbones, winged effigies or cherubs, and willow and urns 
played into the religious aspect of the evolution of Christianity even throughout 
Charleston, historian David Hall stated bluntly, “these stones are not connected to 
puritanism.89 Hall argues (building from the work Philippe Aries) that the early American 
grave markers particularly those with mortality images, were not related to puritanism but 
to a much earlier memento mori concept: “such stones were meant to be read by the 
living; they were not really commemorating the dead, they were telling the living, look, 
you, too are going to die and therefore act in a certain way.”90 
In the end, Gorman and DeBlasi determined that it does not appear likely that 
southeastern mortuary concepts varied according to religious denominations. Major 
motifs of the death's head, cherub, urn and willow replaced each other in the southeast 
during the eighteenth century. These iconographic indications of change in mortuary 
ideology accompanied historically known transitions in the theology of the southeast. 
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Migration was also thought to play an important role in the development of the southern 
colonies, and its impact on the iconography in two of the sample cemeteries is 
documented by published historical data. While a religious aspect played a role in the 
evolution of mortuary art, it was not the main source or factor in that evolution.91 While 
the cemeteries within this study are from the early 19th century (Bethel) and the late 19th 
century (Old Bethel), archeological literature about this time period seems to be far and 
few in between.  
While this literature review does not encompass the full range of literature that 
has been written on the four categories above, the main overview of each category and 
the primary and principle authors and contributions to these fields have been expressed. 
During this research, I did not find missing areas of data and research that could be filled 
by my thesis question. This research therefore takes established national patterns and 
explores if Bethel and Old Bethel gravesites fit into the established narrative and follow 
established principles. 
The two study areas of gravesite comparison are within the same geographical 
location, Charleston, South Carolina. They also fall within the same religious affiliations 
(Methodism). Even more specifically, the two congregations share the same origin. Old 
Bethel’s congregation does not break away from Bethel until the 1840s. Even after the 
1840 split, the black congregants continue to use the original sanctuary building that had 
been moved to the western portion of the lot to make way for Bethel’s new sanctuary in 
1851. It is not until 1873 that Old Bethel begins its own cemetery. In 1882 Old Bethel’s 
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sanctuary building is relocated, this time moved onto land purchased by the congregation 
completing the separation of the physical aspects of the two congregations.  
The unique opportunity with this case study is the African American and white 
congregation were buried in separate locations but in the same churchyard for over 60 
years. Because of Bethel’s building expansions over the years, most of all of the white 
congregation and all of the African American congregation’s graves have been built on 
top of or destroyed, however leaving minimal existing fabric to document this early 
phase. While the original 1807 cemetery does not exist for Old Bethel, studying its 
second cemetery allows for the research of continuing traditions of gravesite 
memorialization for existing monuments, and giving insight to their commemoration 
traditions as part of a major denomination of Christianity. 
While minimal existing fabric is left for documentation of Old Bethel’s early 
phase, the same can be said for written records pertaining to Old Bethel’s history. A 
history of Old Bethel was written by the history committee and its chair, Septima Clark, a 
prominent Charleston civil rights activist. Little more has been uncovered since her 










BUILDING AND CEMETERY EVOLUTION 
Bethel United Methodist Church  
Tying into the history presented in the Introduction in chapter one, it is critical for 
this thesis to present and interpret the way that the buildings and land use has changed for 
the congregations over time.  Specific to the built environment, this chapter details how 
forces such as those outlined in the history chapter and attitudes of church leadership and 
members shape the choices made about physical fabric (buildings and landscapes) that 
remain to be studied.   
Bethel acquired land in 1795 at the corner of Pitt and Calhoun Street.  This plot 
was first used as a burial ground.  Three years later Bethel began construction of its first 
sanctuary in 1798 and completed the building in 1809.92 In 1803 Trinity, a fellow 
Methodist Church in Charleston, and Bethel partnered to finance the construction of a 
parsonage on the westward side of the Bethel Church lot.93 Around 1806, anticipating 
growth, another lot was purchased adjacent to Bethel on Calhoun Street.94 The southern 
portion of Bethel’s land on Pitt street was designated as the Colored Burial Ground in 
1807.95 This is the rear portion of the lot, directly behind the portion of the churchyard 
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designated for white bodies. This placement reflects a clear social hierarchy, as seen with 
the seating.  This stratification of people based on their status as enslaved or free and the 
color of their skin in the seating structure was compressed to a simple binary for burial 
purposes – skin color.  This practice of racial segregation was determined to be 
compatible with the Methodist ideology in the context of Charleston’s social structure in 
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, though some interpretations of the Wesley’s 
writings would find the practice in direct conflict with church teachings.  
There is not a record to illuminate if the Black community at Bethel approved or 
disapproved of the church’s trade of a portion of the ‘Colored Burial Ground’ to Trinity 
Church between 1808 and 1815.  In this arrangement Trinity Methodist Church gave full 
ownership of the parsonage house to Bethel UMC and received space for burying the 
Black members of their congregation.  This was Bethel’s first step in the unattachment 
that the church demonstrated towards its burial ground in general, but in particular the 
sites of interment for its African American members. 
 A further erosion of the integrity of the cemetery area, and loss of above-ground 
markers for people buried in that section, led to the first schism between the white and 
African American members of Bethel. In 1816, the Black members of Bethel took the 
trustee’s proposed hearse house construction as a serious devaluation of their place within 
the church.96 Many, though not all African Americans church members, parted ways with 
Bethel as the hearse house construction moved ahead.  This first period of independence 
for the majority of the African American congregants was forcibly ended after a law 
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passed banning AME churches.  Without the option available of an independent church, 
many African Americans returned to Bethel.97  This was a reunion born of necessity more 
than a reconciliation, and established patterns of distinction between members based on 
race persisted. 
Six years after the forced reunification of Black members to Bethel, in 1840, the 
black congregants once again broke from the Bethel congregation over racial seating 
disputes.98 The congregation which would become Old Bethel worshiped in different 
buildings around Charleston until 1851 when Bethel built a new sanctuary to 
accommodate their growing congregation. The 1798 sanctuary was moved to the west 
portion of Bethel’s land to make room for the new sanctuary and called Old Bethel. The 
building was used for Sunday school as well as used by the African American 
congregation who later became known as Old Bethel.99   
The new sanctuary was planned to occupy the portion of the site where the 1798 
sanctuary sat. The old sanctuary was moved to the western portion of the lot and used for 
the predominantly white Bethel congregation until construction of the new sanctuary was 
complete.  Once obsolete to Bethel the original sanctuary building was offered to the 
African American congregation.  The 1798 building was officially given to that African 
American congregation on August 27, 1876.100  They were now known as Old Bethel 
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United Methodist Church. They were now known as Old Bethel United Methodist 
Church. 
The new Bethel sanctuary is built on top of white and African American graves. 
During renovation of the 1851 sanctuary in the early 2000s, a grave was uncovered under 
the flooring of the building near the door at the southeast corner. It read, “Here lie the 
remains of our affectionate mother Ann Ladson of Wilmington, North Carolina, for the 
last 30 years a resident of this city and a member of the Methodist Episcopal Church 
South. Died Aug, 1850.”101 The gravestone was left in its original place under the floor.  
This shows that though discriminating about race in some ways, Bethel treated the grave 
sites of both Black and white members similarly.  The church prioritized using the space 
available on their plots over a long-standing protection or stewardship to the gravesites.  
Their building campaigns erased all African American burials on the site, and many of 
the burials of white members as well.      
The white Bethel congregation grew over the decade and by 1880 the 
congregation was anxious for the Old Bethel sanctuary to be moved to make space 
available for a new Sunday school building. After the purchase of a lot by the Old Bethel 
congregation, the 1798 building was rolled on logs across the street to its new location on 
Calhoun Street in 1880.  In early 1882, plans were quickly underway to construct a 
church activity building on the site of the formal chapel. Mr. Francis J Pelzer, a 
prominent citizen and Bethel member, donated the funds necessary to construct a 
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Victorian style wooden building.102 In 1893, Bethel purchased the old burial ground from 
Trinity.103 The old burial ground would eventually be taken over by the 1882 Sunday 
school building in 1912. 
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The increasing needs and activities of the growing Bethel congregation led to the 
construction of a large, stucco brick building on Calhoun Street in 1912. At this time, the 
1882 Sunday school building was moved toward the back of the church lot to allow for 
the construction of this new Sunday school facility. In the 1944 Sanborn Map the 1882 
Sunday School building sits on portions of land that were previously designated as 
“Negro Burial Grounds” in the earlier 1902 Sanborn Map. (see Figure 3.1)104 It is unclear 
at what point between 1902 and 1944 Bethel acquired the land of the burial ground.  
The 1902 and 1944 Sanborn maps (Figure 3.1 and Figure 3.2) of the area show 
other instances of African American burial grounds being built over. For example, a 
burial ground with a well-documented history was erased in the period between 1902 and 
1944.  In 1816 free persons of color associated with the Circular Congregational Church, 
also known as the Independent Religious Congregation, petitioned the Charleston City 
Council to purchase and open a burying ground in Boundary Street [today Calhoun], 
adjoining the Methodist church yard, as a place of interment for free persons of color. As 
late as 1902, the Sanborn Fire Insurance Map showed the burial grounds intact. By 1944 
the front portion has been built over, while it appears that the rear half was briefly taken 
over by the adjacent Bethel United Methodist Church.105  Over the next 30 years, other 
buildings were constructed to fulfill the needs of the church. 
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Figure 3.2 Bethel - 1944 Sanborn Map. Hashed area denotes the “Negro Burial Ground” from the 1902 
Sanborn Map. (by Charleston County Public Library) 
 
Anticipating growth, the congregation had undertaken the construction of an 
educational building in 1951. This building which faced Pitt street was erected upon 
grounds that were used for burial in Asbury’s day. This building was expanded in 
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1974.106 The 1951 Sanborn (figure 3.3) does not show the new education building, but 
the map does show that the congregation was still using this area for burials. This was 
also the same place that was designated as the African American burial ground in 1807 
and later was occupied by a hears house in 1816.107 The 1955 Sanborn Map and a plat 
from the 1950s shows the education building from 1951. 
 
Figure 3.3 Bethel – 1951 Sanborn Map (by Charleston County Public Library) 
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The 1882 wooden building which had unusually high maintenance costs fell into 
disrepair almost a century later. The congregation decided it was no longer needed and 
wished to demolish it. In the early 1970s, the city gave permission to tear it down. 
Nostalgia took hold however and the members chose to keep the building for recreational 
purposes. The maintenance soon began to overwhelm the financial resources of the 
church and a city permit to demolish the building was sought again. This request started 
long and contentious process with the city of Charleston about saving versus demolishing 
the building. Bethel did not have the money to make the building usable and had 
determined they did not need the facility. The city of Charleston Board of Architectural 
Review deemed the building historically important and would not give permission to tear 
it down. The debate went on for several years as the building sat empty and continued to 
deteriorate.108 Finally, decay caused it to collapse and in 1993 its remains were hauled 
away.109  
 
108 Demolition by neglect, whether willful or not, is the absence of routine maintenance and repair over 
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Figure 3.4 The 1882 building after it collapsed in 1993 (Andrus, 53). 
 
The 1912 Sunday school building was remodeled in 1954. This Sunday school 
building was demolished in 1976 to allow space for a parking area. There are many 
graves that lie beneath the church’s buildings and parking lot. It has also been noted that 
when the new 1912 Sunday School was built it was necessary to cover a part of the old 
cemetery. Many of these stones were left on the outside of this area, but there are many 
that were destroyed or covered with the new building.110  
 
 
110 Trinkley, 29. 
 62 
 




Figure 3.6 Surveyor’s plat showing location of each of Bethel’s buildings in the 1950s (by Andrus, 59) 
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Figure 3.7 1955 Sanborn Map (by Charleston County Public Library) 
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Figure 3.9 Present day aerial of Bethel. Hashes dictate where burial grounds where for African Americans 
(map courtesy of Google) 
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Buildings Over Graves 
While Bethel built upon its own members’ graves, it also purchased and built over 
other cemeteries. The Ephrath burial grounds, meant for Black members of the city’s 
three Congregational Churches, lie beneath the asphalted parking lot behind Bethel 
United Methodist Church according to city records. The Trinity burial grounds is 
perpendicular to its neighboring cemetery, consisting of what today is Smith St., and 
extending a little into the church’s parking lot beyond the property line.111  
By 1944, Ephrath was partially obscured by the Bethel Methodist Church 
building.112 In the vicinity of Ephrath and Trinity cemeteries are several others. Bethel 
Church had its own small cemetery for Blacks. Across Pitt Street, partially beneath the 
small parking lot of Addlestone Library, are the burial grounds of the Brown Fellowship 
Society (for light skinned Blacks) and MacPhelah (for dark skin Blacks).113  
Organized in 1792, the Brown Fellowship Society changed its name in 1893 to 
the Century Fellowship. In 1957 the original cemetery property (located in the block 
bounded by Pitt to the west and Coming to the east, south of Calhoun) was sold to the 
Catholic Diocese. Eventually the cemetery was used for the construction of the Bishop 
England High School and its associated parking lot. While some stones were removed 
from the Pitt Street location to a new Brown Fellowship Society Cemetery in the 
 
111 Adam Parker. “Few Black Burial Grounds Remain Intact in Charleston. Gullah Society Wants to Save 




112 Parker, 9. 
113 Parker, 10. 
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Magnolia Umbra District, no graves were ever relocated. In 1998 the property was sold to 
the College of Charleston. In 2001, as the property was being cleared for the construction 
for a new library, the cemetery was again “discovered.”114 Today the western half of the 
cemetery is covered by the College of Charleston library parking lot and the eastern half 
is covered by a courtyard. 
 
Old Bethel’s Expansion 
 
 Old Bethel, considered from August 27, 1876 when the church gained a 
permanent church building to today, has experienced considerably different, and more 
limited expansion compared to Bethel. Old Bethel’s cemetery is not on the same lot of 
the church, as Bethel’s cemetery is, which means that changes to the building or 
construction of new buildings on the lot would not disrupt burials. Old Bethel’s cemetery 
evolution is examined further along in this chapter. 
 Because of the lack of historical documentation for Old Bethel’s congregation, 
Sanborn maps are one of the few resources that can be found to track the building 
evolution of Old Bethel. After Old Bethel was moved to its current location on Calhoun 
Street in 1880, the building saw slow development. Between the 1902 Sanborn map and 
the 1944 Sanborn map, there are no changes to the building or land.  
 
114 Trinkley, 69. 
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Figure 3.10 Old Bethel 1902 Sanborn Map (by Charleston County Public Library) 
 
 
Figure 3.11 Old Bethel 1944 Sanborn Map (by Charleston County Public Library) 
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The 1951 Sanborn map shows another structure added onto the back portion of 
Old Bethel Church. This is the education building that houses Sunday school classes. The 
1955 Sanborn map, as well as present day aerial photos, show that the building and land 
has stayed the same since the education building was added to Old Bethel.  This addition 
did not disrupt any interments, as there was not a churchyard adjacent to the building.   
 




Figure 3.13 Old Bethel 1955 Sanborn Map (by Charleston County Public Library) 
 
 
Figure 3.14 Present day aerial of Bethel and Old Bethel (by University of South Carolina) 
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Cemeteries 
While Bethel’s cemetery is situated next to the church, Old Bethel’s cemetery is 
located about 4 miles north within the Magnolia Umbra Cemetery District in Charleston, 
South Carolina. The District is composed of over 26 different cemeteries on a contiguous 
area of land. The land was once the home to a rice plantation owned by William 
Cunnington. The former lands of the plantation underwent a transition when Edward C. 
Jones designed Magnolia Cemetery as part of the rural cemetery movement in the mid-
19th century. Shortly after Magnolia Cemetery was established, there were additions of 
other cemeteries to the area and the growth of the cemetery district continued into the 
20th century. The cemeteries in the district were established between 1850 and 1956.  
 
Figure 3.15 The modern boundaries of the Magnolia Umbra Cemetery District. Old Bethel’s cemetery is 
the highlighted number 10 area.115 
 
115 Hyder, 7.  
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At the western edge of the district boundary, Old Bethel UMC Cemetery is 
bounded by the Lewis Christian Union Cemetery to the north, the Friendly Union 
Cemetery to the east, Cunnington Avenue to the south, and Skurvin Street on the west. 
The cemetery is approximately 100’ x 50’. A tablet style, granite grave marker on the 
corner of Cunnington Avenue and Skurvin Street facing northwest, on which is carved 
“OLD BETHEL UNITED METHODIST CHURCH CEMETERY 1807,” marks the date 
the cemetery was established in its original location at Bethel United Methodist 
Church.116 While “Old” Bethel did not exist in 1807, the carved stone is in reference to 
the Bethel Colored Burial Ground start in 1807 on the southern portion of Bethel’s land 
on Pitt Street and Calhoun Street. None of the interments in Old Bethel’s cemetery date 
to 1807. The oldest stone is from 1890.  
 
Figure 3.16 Aerial of Old Bethel’s cemetery – present day (courtesy of University of South Carolina)117 
 
 
116 Timothy Hyder and Rachel Parris. “Charleston Cemeteries Historic District.” National Register of 
Historic Places Inventory/Nomination Form. Board and Batten. 
117 “South Carolina Aerial Photograph Indexes, 1937–1989.” Digital Collections. Accessed November 10, 
2020. https://digital.library.sc.edu/collections/south-carolina-aerial-photograph-indexes-1937-1989/.  
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For Bethel congregants, the ability to bury within the city limits was a special 
privilege. Because of the unavailability of space to bury people and the prejudice against 
African Americans, Old Bethel had to search for land outside of the city to bury their 
dead. The ways in which Old Bethel had to adapt to the times and treatment of their race 
are struggles that Bethel never knew. However, Old Bethel was able to find a place 
willing to accept them and allowed them to bury as they wanted. This forced decision to 
move their cemetery may have in turn saved it from destruction through building 
expansion.  
As the years passed, the budget for the cemetery grew larger. Maintenance for 
church cemeteries in the district which contains Old Bethel’s cemetery is dependent on 
parishioners’ tithes which are often insufficient for the task. Unfortunately, the financial 
burden of caring for the cemeteries is stretching the dwindling number of members thin. 
Overgrowth and disrepair are steadily advancing in these cemeteries, with at least one 
neighboring cemetery (Harleston-Boags Cemetery) already functionally abandoned and 
left to be engulfed by overgrowth.118 Looking at Old Bethel’s financial records, budgets 
for maintenance of the cemetery were included at $225 for 1971 and $1000 for 1977. 
There was also evidence of Old Bethel holding a raffle at Mutual Hall on March 7, 1952 
at 8:00 pm to raise funds for the cemetery.119  
   
 
118 Hyder, T.J., 91. 
119 Old Bethel United Methodist Church: Financial records and related material, 1975-1978, Box: 13, 
Folder: 7. Avery Research Center for African American History and Culture. 
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As a demonstration of the different challenges facing the two congregations with 
respect to their congregation’s needs and their grave sites: at the time of Old Bethel’s 
documented raffle to fund cemetery maintenance, Bethel had just built a new educational 
building on top of a portion of land that use to be the African American burial ground as 
well as part of Trinity’s previously held “colored” burial ground. The minds and finances 
of both congregations were in different places and these actions foreshadow events to 
come. 
Documentation of Old Bethel and its congregation is limited, with cemetery 
documentation even more so. To examine Old Bethel’s cemetery over time, historic 
aerial photos from the University of South Carolina Digital Library were used. Pictured 
below is the 1939 aerial. There appear to not be as much ground disturbance as other 
cemeteries around it. Ground disturbance refers to visual evidence of burials beneath, 
usually in the form of a headstone or marker.  Old Bethel might not have been burying 
members as fast as other benevolent societies around it, though the quality of the photo 
hampers the ability to understand the impact of burials on the cemetery.  
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Figure 3.17 1939 aerial of Old Bethel’s cemetery (courtesy of University of South Carolina)120 
 The 1954 and 1957 aerials are not much different from each other, but they are 
quite different from the 1939 aerial above (figure 3.17). The vegetation within the 
cemetery has grown and matured between 1939 and 1954. The ground disturbances are 
greater in number than in 1954 than 1939. The survey evidence, presented later in the 
Analysis Chapter, corroborates this observation from the aerial photos: 7 people died in 
the 1930s versus the 18 people who died in the 1950s. Cemetery activity was greater in 
the 1950s compared to the 1930s, with more than double the number of interments.  
 
 
120 “South Carolina Aerial Photograph Indexes, 1937–1989.” Digital Collections. Accessed November 10, 




Figure 3.18 1954 aerial of Old Bethel’s cemetery (courtesy of University of South Carolina) 
 
 




Figure 3.20 1963 aerial of Old Bethel’s cemetery (courtesy of University of South Carolina) 
 
 The difference between the 1950s aerials and the 1963 aerial is minimal. Ground 
disturbance has lessened with the next rise in activity in the cemetery not happening until 
the 1980s (according to the cemetery survey recording headstone dates). There is 
however a massive difference between the 1963 and present days aerials. Vegetation has 
greatly decreased by 2021. The cemetery looks almost barren in the present-day aerial.  
This is characteristic of other cemeteries surrounding Old Bethel’s as well.  Burials of 
members slowed between the 1960s and first two decades of the twenty-first century, as 
few plots remained available for purchase. With no plots available for sale, the only 
people that can be buried in the cemetery are individuals who already own plots. 
Relatively inactive for the church, the cemetery has been slowly left to the elements. 
Many congregants are now buried in Bethany Cemetery across the street. 
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Figure 3.21 Closer look at aerial of Old Bethel’s cemetery – present day (courtesy of University of South 
Carolina) 
 
 While Bethel’s cemetery physically changed over time with the building 
expansions coinciding with congregational growth, Old Bethel’s cemetery, because of its 
location, has only changed in the number of headstones and people buried within its 
parameters and the vegetation patterns. The cemetery size has stayed constant since its 
founding in 1873. The protection of Old Bethel’s gravestones comes, at least in part, 
from the cemetery’s location away from the church itself. Where Bethel might have 
advantages of caring for its cemetery because of its proximity to the church, Old Bethel’s 
advantage of burying members offsite has allowed them to create and maintain the 






Two primary methods were utilized during the formulation of this thesis. The first 
method was historical research. To answer the question, “How have the congregations of 
Old Bethel United Methodist Church and Bethel United Methodist Church, who split 
from one church in 1818, treated the graves and gravesites of members over time,” 
research of Old Bethel United Methodist Church and Bethel United Methodist Church 
was conducted. The church historian of Bethel United Methodist Church, Camille Wish, 
was able to offer history of the two churches, the founding of Methodist and AME 
churches in general, as well as information and research collected on the graveyard of the 
main church in the early 19th century and what is now Bethel United Methodist Church. 
 The major split of Bethel United Methodist Church in 1818, eventually lead to the 
founding of Old Bethel United Methodist Church in 1872. The history of this church and 
its cemetery as well as other freed and enslaved people’s cemeteries came from local 
Charleston repositories. These repositories, which contributed to all research done, are 
the Addlestone Library, Avery Center for African American History and Culture, 
Charleston County Public Library, Charleston County Register of Deeds Office, South 
Carolina Historical Society, South Carolina Conference of the United Methodist Church, 
Bethel United Methodist Church, and Old Bethel United Methodist Church. 
Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps accessed from the Charleston County Public 
Library were used to analyze the progression of Bethel and Old Bethel United Methodist 
Church’s building encroachment upon their own burial grounds. Originally developed in 
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the late 18th century, fire insurance maps provided structural and urban environmental 
information necessary for insurance companies. The maps were designed to assist fire 
insurance agents in determining the degree of hazard associated with a particular property 
or structure. These maps consisted of widths and names of streets, property boundaries, 
block number, and building footprints as well as materials of construction, height, and 
use of the buildings. Sanborn maps are valuable for documenting changes in the built 
environment of American cities over many years.121 Aerial maps from the University of 
South Carolina were used for tracking the Old Bethel cemetery over time. 
The second method utilized to answer the research question was a survey of the 
remaining grave markers for each congregation. Cemetery surveys were conducted at 
Bethel and Old Bethel United Methodist Church cemeteries. Bethel cemetery’s survey 
included 135 people and 107 stones dating from 1799 to 1953. Old Bethel cemetery’s 
survey included 149 people and 129 stones dating from 1890 to 2018. The survey 
analyzed the following features:  
 
1. Cemetery Condition 
2. Gravestone Date by Century and Decade 
3. Surface Texture 
4. Material of Marker 
5. Age and Gender 
6. Marker Type 
7. Inscription 
8. Name 
9. Birth & Death Date 
10. Inscription Condition 
 
121 “Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps of South Carolina.” South Carolina Digital Library. Accessed November 
23, 2020. https://scmemory.org/collection/sanborn-fire-insurance-map-collection-of-south-carolina/.  
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11. Inscription Placement 
12. Iconography 
13. Overall Cleanliness 
14. Overall Condition 
15. Secondary Markers 
16. Orientation of Marker 
17. Integrity of Original Marker Location 
18. Gravestone Dimensions 
 
Cemetery condition encompasses the entire cemetery itself. The condition can fall 
under abandoned; maintained, but not in use; maintained, currently in use; overgrown, 
currently in use; and unmarked. While the gravestones are categorized by century for the 
stones date, the death date gives a more accurate measure of the date of the stone and is 
included in detail with the data analysis chapter of this thesis. Gravestone dimensions 
include the height, width, and depth of the stone. Surface texture is the way the stone 
physically looks and feels. Surface texture and stone material usually go hand in hand 
because certain types of materials usually have certain types of textures. For example, 
marble is considered a smooth stone while granite is normally polished and occasionally 
rough-hewn. Marker types include a wide variety that can be seen in the cemetery survey 
at the end of this chapter in Table 4.2. The most commonly found marker types are 
headstones, footstones, ledger stones, and government issued stones. 
Condition of inscription analyzes the legibility of the inscription while placement 
indicates where on the stone the inscription is carved. The orientation of the marker 
indicates which cardinal direction (north, south, east, or west) the stone is facing. 
Integrity of the original marker location indicates if a marker has been moved over time 
from its location. Because of Bethel’s history of constructing buildings on top of 
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gravesites and Old Bethel’s soil problem, it is easy to tell if a stone has been removed 
from its original resting place. 
Iconography includes visual images, symbols, and designs carved within the stone 
to express the life of the dead or the family of the dead. The chart below, Table 4.1, 
shows examples of iconography within the two surveyed cemeteries. Overall cleanliness 
refers to the look of the stone and whether it is clean with no soiling or has dark or heavy 
soiling with staining. Overall condition refers to the immediate surroundings of the stone. 
These conditions could have an impact on the condition of the stone whether it be 
cracking, leaning, and sinking due to tree roots or soil erosion, such as from pooling 
water, or encroaching plants. Most encroaching plants within the survey referred to grass. 
Secondary markers include anything placed on the gravesite that is not the stone. Some of 
these items include flowers, coins, plates, and flags. 
These features were analyzed and compared between the remaining gravestones 
of the African American and Caucasian Old Bethel and Bethel cemeteries. The data is 
presented through graphs and tables showing how graves and gravesites of members have 
been treated over time in chapter five.  
The cemetery survey was created by combining multiple factors from cemetery 
survey forms by the Chicora Foundation122, Frances Ford, and the Pennsylvania Bureau 
 
122 Chicora Foundation, Inc. “Cemetery Recordation Form.” Cemetery Research | Cemetery Recording | 
Cemetery Documentation | Chicora Foundation. Accessed October 19, 2020. 
https://chicora.org/cemetery-forms.html.  
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of Historic Preservation.123 The cemetery survey form created for this thesis will appear 
at the end of this chapter in Table 4.2. 
The literature and preliminary research into Bethel and Old Bethel as a case study, 
documents African American congregations’ nurturing a deep connection to the final 
resting place of their loved ones. Because the history of Bethel, the primarily white 
congregation, includes the removal of gravestones to build new auxiliary church 
buildings, the hypothesis is that this congregation will invest less in the grave markers 
(evidenced by less expensive materials, less ornate carving), and will maintain them less 
than Old Bethel.  The different attitudes toward the physical resting place of the deceased 
are expected to manifest in different conditions and quality of markers in the two 


















123 Pennsylvania Bureau of Historic Preservation. “Cemetery Main Survey Form.” Pennsylvania Historical 









Iconography and Meaning Picture 
 
Angel – a guide to heaven; 
symbolizes religious faith, 
grief, and sorrow 
 Figure 4.1 Angel on gravestone (by author)  
 
Bible – symbolizes Christian 
faith 
 Figure 4.2 Bible on gravestone (by author) 
 
Cherub – symbol of 
innocence used primarily on 
an infant’s or child’s grave 
 Figure 4.3 Cherub on gravestone (by author) 
 
Clasping Hands – expressing 
deceased’s pious devotion and 
is a plea to God for eternal 
life 
 Figure 4.4 Clasping hands on gravestone 
(by author) 
 
Cross – a symbol of faith and 
resurrection 
 Figure 4.5 Cross on gravestone (by author) 
 
Cross & Crown – symbol of 
glory of life after death 





Draped Stone – depicts the 
veil between life and death; 
symbolizes God’s protection 
until Resurrection  
 Figure 4.7 Draped Stone (by author) 
Dove – symbol of innocence, 
love, peace, purity, 
resurrection, and/or the Holy 
Spirit 




Flowers – symbol of love and 
purity 
 Figure 4.9 Flower on gravestone (by author) 
 
Lamb – symbol of innocence; 
used primarily on an infant’s 
or child’s gravestone 
 Figure 4.10 Lamb on gravestone (by author) 
 
Rainbow – symbol of union, 
fulfillment of the promise of 
resurrection  Figure 4.11 Rainbow on 
gravestone (by author) 
 
Willow & Urn – symbolizes 
grief and mourning 
 Figure 4.12 Willow & Urn on 
gravestone (by author) 












Name of Cemetery:    
Country:  
County & State:  
Street Address (Street, town, Zip Code):  
Classification:    Status:  
U.S.G.S. Topographic Map (boundaries): 
Latitude:                                             Longitude:   
Earliest date of internment:     Plot #  
Surveyor:       
 
Cemetery Condition: 
☐ Abandoned  ☐ Maintained, but not in use  ☐ Unmarked 
☐ Currently in use ☐ Overgrown  
     
Gravestone Date: 
 ☐ 18th    ☐ 19th  
 ☐ 20th    ☐ 21st 
   
Gravestone Size (ft/in)  
Height:  Width:   Depth: 
 
Surface Texture:  
☐ Rough-hewn  ☐ Smooth   ☐ Polished 
 
 
Marker types present 
   
Design Elements: (check all that apply) 
 
☐ Bench   ☐ Footstone  ☐ Obelisk   ☐ Shaft 
☐ Bedstead/ Cradle ☐ Government Issued ☐ Pedestal  ☐ Table  
☐ Box Tomb   ☐ Headstone   ☐ Plaque  ☐ Tablet 
☐ Canopy  ☐ Ledger stone ☐ Pulpit  ☐ Urn  
☐ Column  ☐ Marker  ☐ Pyramid  ☐ Other: 
☐ Cross  ☐ Mausoleum  ☐ Relief carving   
☐ Die in Socket ☐ Monolithic tablet ☐ Raised Top 
☐ Die, Base, Cap       ☐ horizontal ☐ Sarcophagus 








Condition of inscription: 
☐ Mint   ☐ Mostly decipherable       ☐ Illegible or destroyed 
☐ Clear but worn  ☐ Traces   
 
Inscription Placement: 
Carving/Inscribing  Raised text 
☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None ☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None        
☐ Back  ☐ Sides  ☐ Back  ☐ Sides         
 
Materials of marker: 
☐ Argillite   ☐ Granite   ☐ Limestone 
☐ Brick   ☐ Greenstone   ☐ Marble 
☐ Bronze    ☐ Iron – cast   ☐ Sandstone  
 ☐ Cast stone   ☐ Iron – galvanized  ☐ Slate  
 ☐ Concrete   ☐ Iron – wrought/rolled ☐ Wood  
 ☐ Cast iron   ☐ Lead   ☐ Zinc  
     ☐ Other: 
Orientation of marker: 
☐ East    ☐ North-West  ☐ North   
 ☐ South   ☐ West   ☐ South-West 
☐ North-East   ☐ South-East 
 
Is the marker in original location? 
 ☐ Yes    ☐ No 
 
 
Marker image designs: 
 ☐ All-seeing eye  ☐ Draped Urn   ☐ Menorah 
 ☐ Anchor   ☐ Finger pointing  ☐ Star/Star of David 
☐ Hands reaching down ☐ Flowers    ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Angel    ☐ Inverted Torch   ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Bible    ☐ Hands w/ fingers pointing up 
☐ Clasping hand  ☐ Lamb             ☐ Upside-Down Torch 
☐ Clasping hands   ☐ Lily    ☐ Weeping Willow 
    Orientation 
             N 
    NW          NE 
  W                  E 
    SW          SE 
             S 
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☐ Cross   ☐ Masonic   ☐ Willow & Urn 
☐ Cross & Crown   ☐ Other fraternal order  ☐ Other:  
☐ Dove       
        
     
Condition of marker:  
 
Condition: (check all that apply) 
 
Overall Cleanliness:       Overall condition: 
☐ Clean/no soiling       ☐ encroaching plants           ☐ cracked  
☐ Light soiling       ☐ overhanging plants/trees  ☐ unattached 
☐ Moderate soiling, biological growth  ☐ displaced by roots            ☐ leaning  
☐ Dark soiling, biological growth      ☐ foundation visible      ☐ loose 
☐ Heavy soiling and staining      ☐ sunken/tilted stones   ☐ repaired 
☐ Vandalism        ☐ portions missing    ☐ broken  
 
Secondary Marker: 
☐ Endowed markers ☐ Organizational markers ☐ Other: 
☐ Flags   ☐ Plates   ☐ None  
☐ Flowers  ☐ Coins 























Bethel United Methodist Church cemetery and Old Bethel United Methodist 
Church cemetery in Charleston, South Carolina were both surveyed for this thesis. 
Bethel’s remaining portions of their cemetery on the corner of Pitt and Calhoun streets 
sits on the northeast side of the church’s property. Old Bethel’s cemetery sits on the 
southeast corner of Cunnington Avenue and Skurvin Street about 4 miles north of the 
church itself.  
As detailed in the methodology chapter, data was collected in the following 
categories: cemetery condition, gravestone date by century and decade, surface texture, 
material of marker, age and gender, marker type, inscription, name, birth and death dates, 
inscription condition, inscription placement, iconography, overall cleanliness, overall 
condition, secondary markers, orientation of marker, integrity of original marker location, 
and gravestone measurements of height, width, and depth. Fully completed individual 
surveys including inscriptions and pictures can be found in Appendix C while all 
information and concise data can be found in a master spreadsheet located in Appendix 
B.  
For purposes of this survey and to collect as much data as possible, both stones 
and people were surveyed. This meaning that all stones were surveyed, and all names on 
the stones were written down and given individual data. Some stones are dual 
headstones/markers that include two or more names. Unfortunately, we cannot be sure if 
all names inscribed on the stone are actually buried there. Because of this, there are more 
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people than stones. All data results have accounted for this and both numbers will be 
presented. At the completion of the survey, 107 stones were surveyed in Bethel’s 
cemetery and 129 stones surveyed in Old Bethel’s cemetery. 
 
Cemetery Condition 
 Bethel cemetery is currently maintained but not in use. While the cemetery is 
open to the public, the last year of interment was 1953, and no more room exists for 
burials. Bethel cemetery has an advantage in maintaining its cemetery over Old Bethel 
because of its proximity to the church. Its burial grounds fall under landscape 
management of the church grounds as a whole.124 Old Bethel cemetery is maintained but 
has overgrowth in certain areas with trees and plants overtaking headstones that can no 
longer be seen. The maintenance of the cemetery only exists for access to most grave 
sites and not for the aesthetics of the cemetery itself as Bethel’s cemetery does. Because 
of the distance from its church, Old Bethel cemetery’s upkeep is not as convenient. While 
the cemetery does not actively seek out new interments, it does reserve plots that church 
members have purchased. There are no more plots available for purchase as many have 
been purchased by past church members or “strangers” which the church classifies as 
someone who is not a member but related to a church member in some way.125 There is 
 
124 Ann Taylor Andrus. The Name Shall Be Bethel: The History of Bethel United Methodist Church, 1797-
1997. Columbia, SC: R.L. Bryan Company, 1997.  
125 Old Bethel United Methodist Church: Financial records and related material, 1975-1978, Box: 13, 
Folder: 7. Avery Research Center for African American History and Culture. 
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no evidence of sharing or reusing burial plots, but the records Old Bethel are not 
extensive and only go back to the 1940s leaving about 70 years of burials undocumented.  
With regards to the topography of the area in which Old Bethel cemetery is 
located, there was a soil survey of Charleston and the surrounding area. The 1904 Soil 
Map of Charleston from the United States Department of Agriculture shows the area 
around the cemetery as having soil that is mostly Norfolk soil (fine sandy loam) as well 
as Norfolk soil described as fine sand. Bethel sits on Norfolk soil (fine sandy loam) that 
has portions of sandy clay beneath it, allowing it to withstand the load of a grave marker 
better than fine sand. While the grass in the Old Bethel cemetery is thick and has tough 
roots, the soft ground accounts for the settling of the many headstones and monuments 
within the cemetery. Other reasons for the settling of certain plots within the Old Bethel 
cemetery is due to the lack of vaulting at particular gravesites.126  
 
Gravestone/Marker Date  
While each person surveyed was given a date for their gravestone/marker, some 
names might have been on a dual headstone/marker or a stone that lists multiple people 
names instead of just one. Because of this, there are more names than stones surveyed. 
Data presented below will include both the number of people and the number of stones 
 
126 Betcher, Nathan, Katie Martin, Diana Inthavong, and Mary Fesak. The Conservation of Mother Emanuel 
AME's Cemetery. Charleston, SC: Graduate Program in Historic Preservation at Clemson 
University and College of Charleston, 2017.  
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with specified dates. These dates are applied in a broader range as centuries. Included are 
the 18th, 19th, 20th, and 21st centuries.  
  
Bethel 
Bethel cemetery includes 18th, 19th, and 20th century stones. In the following 
chart we see the distribution of death dates for the 135 people buried at Bethel cemetery. 
Three people died in the last two 
years of the 18th century with one 
stone dating from this time. This 
stone is dated February 4, 1799.  
 
Table 5.1 Gravestone date by century - Bethel (by author) 
 
The other two people who died in 1798 appear on a stone that dates from 1819. 
This is why only one stone is considered 18th century. A majority of Bethel’s interred 
date from the 19th century. 85% or 115 people along with 90% or 96 stones date to the 
19th century. 13% or 17 people including 10% or 10 stones date to the 20th century. The 
following graph shows the distribution of more refined death dates for 107 stones and 
135 people buried at Bethel.   




18th 3 1 
19th 115 96 
20th 17 10 
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Table 5.2 Gravestone date by decade - Bethel (by author) 
 
The 1850s and 1870s see the most interments throughout Bethel cemetery’s active 
time. The spike in the 1850s and 1870s coincides with Yellow Fever outbreaks that ran 
rampant throughout Charleston soon leading the city to follow in the footstep of the north 
in the Rural Cemetery Movement. This movement sought to move burials outside of the 
city to help with overcrowding in cemeteries and public health issues. 
 
Old Bethel  
Old Bethel cemetery is newer than Bethel’s, paradoxically, based on the names. 
Old Bethel includes stones from the 19th, 20th, and 21st centuries. Because of the start of 
Old Bethel cemetery in 1873, there is a different date range for the two cemeteries. There 
is an overlap in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.  
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19th 1 1 
20th 111 95 
21st 24 21 
Table 5.3 Gravestone date by century – Old Bethel (by author) 
 
Of the 149 people and 129 stones, 13 people and stones were either illegible or 
did not have a dates to contribute to this portion of the data; therefore, they were removed 
from the dataset. One person and stone dates to the 19th century with the death occurring 
in 1890. A majority of Old Bethel’s interred date the 20th century. 82% or 111 people 
and 82% or 95 stones date to the 20th century. 18% or 24 people with 18% or 21 stones 
date to the 21st century. The following graph shows the distribution of more refined 
death dates for 117 stones and 136 people buried at Old Bethel.   
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Table 5.4 Gravestone date by decade – Old Bethel (by author) 
 
The 1950s and 1980s see the most interments throughout Old Bethel cemetery’s 
active time. It is hard to pinpoint any disease outbreak during this time that could have 
affected the entire Old Bethel congregation such as Yellow Fever. Vaccines had been 
implemented by the middle of the twentieth century for many viruses. It appears that in 
the 1950s, the generation began to slowly die of old age. The deaths of the 1980s could 
possibly be the next generation and children of the members who died in the 1950s. 
Proper in-depth research has not been done to accurately find a cause for the rise in 
deaths and burials in Old Bethel’s cemetery. 
Of the 107 stones at Bethel and the 129 stones at Old Bethel, 19 of Bethel’s and 
48 of Old Bethel’s stones fall in the range of overlapping dates between the 1890s and the 
1950s for the two cemeteries.  This is roughly 28% of the stones that can be compared 
 96 
directly. These stones better represent the differences between cemeteries, as opposed to 
representing differences in time periods. These stones will serve as the sample set to best 
describe differences or similarities between the cemeteries, though all the stones will be 
analyzed for a longer longitudinal study of the characteristics of the grave markers.   
 
Table 5.5 Gravestone date by decade – Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
What we learn from looking at the distribution of the dates of death and stones at 
Bethel and Old Bethel is when the two congregations were active, Bethel was 
experiencing a lower rate of burial over the 60-year period, while Old Bethel’s rate of 
burials was increasing.  When looking at the pattern of burials over time inside each 
cemetery there is a common pattern.  Akin to a bell curve, the number of burials by 
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decade rises, peaks and falls, looking at the clear pattern at Bethel.  There is a similar 
period of increase at Old Bethel, and a rise, and what appears to be the beginning of a 
period of falling numbers of interments.   
In the middle of the active period for the two cemeteries (1850s-1870s for Bethel 
and 1950s-1980s for Old Bethel), deaths seem to skyrocket out of characteristic for both 
cemeteries. While circumstances for these deaths are different, they portray the same 
patterns.  
It is important to keep in mind for the remainder of the analysis that there are 
different active periods for these two cemeteries. So, differences seen in the set of stones 
may be better attributed to changing patterns over time, instead of being assumed to 
reflect differences between the two congregations. Looking at the patterns for the full set 
of stones in each cemetery, then comparing that to the pattern between the stones added 
to either cemetery only in the years of overlap will help separate what is a factor of time 





Three types of surface texture, rough-hewn, smooth, and polished, were used 
during the data collection. In Bethel cemetery, 1% or 1 stone was rough-hewn while 95% 
or 102 stones were smooth, and 4% or 4 stones were polished. While more detail will 
come in the material section of this chapter, the main observation to note here is that 
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surface texture and material are incredibly linked.  Marble stones are given a smooth 
finish, while granite is polished.  In the following chart, we see the surface texture of the 






Rough-hewn 1 1% 
Smooth 102 95% 
Polished 4 4% 
Table 5.6 Surface texture of stone –Bethel (by author) 
 
Old Bethel 
 The same three types of surface texture were used in the survey of Old Bethel’s 
cemetery. In Old Bethel cemetery, 0.7% or 1 stone is rough-hewn, 70.5% or 91 stones are 
smooth, and 28.8% or 37 stones are polished. All granite stones are polished just as 
Bethel. Most smooth stones are marble as well. The following chart depicts the surface 






Rough-hewn 1 0.7% 
Smooth 91 70.5% 
Polished 37 28.8% 
Table 5.7 Surface texture of stone –Old Bethel (by author) 
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Table 5.8 Surface texture of stone –Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
Surface textures of the stones at Bethel and Old Bethel are very similar with a 
significant majority of stones in both cemeteries possessing a smooth finish.  Surface 
texture does not appear to be a distinguishing characteristic between the gravestones in 





 Four types of material of stone were found during the survey for Bethel. These 
materials include marble, granite, slate, and concrete/brick. 92.5% or 99 stones were 
made of marble, 4.6% or 5 stones were made of granite, 1.9% or 2 stones were made of 
slate, and 1% or 1 stone was made of concrete/brick. During the time when Bethel 
cemetery was active, mainly during the 19th century, slate was being phased out as a 
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gravestone material, and marble was becoming more popular.127 The two slate stones in 
Bethel are from 1799 and 1822, an earlier period of the cemetery. The following chart 









Marble 99 92.5% 
Granite 5 4.6% 
Slate 2 1.9% 
Concrete/Brick 1 1% 






Four types of material of stone were found during the survey for Old Bethel. 
These materials include marble, granite, concrete, and stainless steel. While Slate and 
concrete/brick were found at Bethel, concrete and stainless steel were found at Old 
Bethel’s cemetery.  Like Bethel’s markers, the majority of stones at Old Bethel were 
made of marble.  56.5% or 73 stones were made of marble, 33.3% or 43 stones were 
made of granite, 8.5% or 11 stones were made of concrete, and 1.7% or 2 stones were 
made of stainless steel.  
 
127 Sherene Baugher, Richard F. Veit, and Michael S. Nassaney. Archaeology of American Cemeteries and 
Gravemarkers. Gainesville, FL: University Press of Florida, 2015. 
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Old Bethel cemetery activity began during a time were marble was the popular 
choice for gravestones. With granite’s popularity rising during the mid to late 20th 
century, a shift can be seen in material of stones in Old Bethel at this time. All 21st 
century stones are made of granite, or in the case of two ledger stones, they are made of 
stainless steel rendering the stone obsolete in those two instances. The following chart 
shows the material type of each stone surveyed at Old Bethel. 
 




Marble 73 56.5% 
Granite 43 33.3% 
Concrete 11 8.5% 
Stainless Steel 2 1.7% 




Table 5.11 Material of stone –Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
The main patterns between the full set of stones observed in the two cemeteries is 
that marble dominated as a material for both cemeteries as seen in Table 5.11.  Granite 
had a larger presence in Old Bethel’s cemetery as did concrete/brick.  Stainless steel is 
only found in Old Bethel’s newer cemetery, and slate only in Bethel’s older cemetery. 
Looking at the limited sample of stones that are from the time period when both 
cemeteries were active (1890-1950), the data confirms that the different materials seen in 



















Marble 15 79% 37 77% 
Granite 4 21% 10 21% 
Slate 0 0% 1 2% 
Concrete/Brick 0 0% 0 0% 
Table 5.12 Material of overlapping stone –Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
Looking Table 5.12 and Table 5.13, it is clear that the difference in material 
choice relate to time period.  This is visible in the fact that the percentage of stones made 




Table 5.13 Material of overlapping stone –Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
 104 
The patterns seen in material choice are not a distinguishing feature between the 
Bethel and Old Bethel cemeteries. While the changing of materials evolves over time, its 
evolution happens similarly for both cemeteries.  
 
Age & Gender 
Bethel 
 The Bethel cemetery survey produced 135 people with 107 stones. 44% or 59 
people are male, 55% or 75 people are female, and one person is undetermined. 
Throughout the survey of Bethel cemetery, if the gender of an individual was not known 
because of the name, it could easily be determined because most women’s stones were 
engraved with “wife or daughter of”. With the one undetermined gender of Bethel’s 
cemetery, neither of these sayings were present, the stone was broken and not in its 
original spot, and only contained initials. These initials do not appear in any church 
records and speculation of gender did not occur.  
 
Gender Number of 
People 
Percentage 
Male 59 44% 
Female 75 55% 
Undetermined 1 1% 
Table 5.14 Gender of people interred – Bethel (by author) 
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Birth dates range from November 14, 1788 to October 7, 1879, while death dates 
range from July 16, 1798 to April 17, 1953. The youngest person interred in Bethel 
cemetery is 5 months old, with the oldest being 89 years old.  The average age for 
Bethel’s interred is 38 years old. The male average age is 37 years old with the female 
average age being 40 years old.128  
 




All 38 89 5 months 
Men 37 89 5 months 
Women 40 81 6 months 
Table 5.15 Age of people interred – Bethel (by author) 
 
Old Bethel 
The Old Bethel cemetery survey produced 149 people with 129 stones. 39.5% or 
58 people are male, 60.5% or 89 people are female, and two people are undetermined. 
The undetermined genders came from stones with illegible or destroyed text.  
 
 
128 Even though 284 people are recorded in the survey, not all stones had birth and death dates allowing for 
age to be calculated. Because of this, the average age was calculated with only the amount of people with 
known age. In Bethel’s case, only 120 (55 male and 65 female) people’s ages were known. These numbers 
instead of the numbers presented above were used to calculate the most accurate average age. The same 
process was done to calculate Old Bethel’s average age. See Appendix B for all numbers and data used. 
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Gender Number of 
People 
Percentage 
Male 58 39% 
Female 89 60% 
 
Undetermined 2 1% 
Table 5.16 Gender of people interred – Old Bethel (by author) 
 
Birth dates range from July 23, 1847 to December 21, 1982, while death ranges 
from 1890 to December 5, 2018. The youngest person interred at Old Bethel cemetery is 
14 days old, with the oldest being 99 years old. The average age for Old Bethel’s interred 
is 65 years old. The male average age is 59 years with the female average age being 70 
years old.  
 




All 65 99 14 days 
Men 59 95 18 
Women 70 99 14 days 
Table 5.17 Age of people interred –Old Bethel (by author) 
 
Even though the formula used to calculate average age, see footnote, was the 
same for both cemeteries, Bethel only had five fewer people than Old Bethel did. 
Bethel’s 120 people averaged an overall age of 38 years at death compared to Old 
Bethel’s 65 years of age. This can possibly be explained through the times of death. The 
 107 
graph below maps out the average overall, women’s, and men’s ages as well as youngest 
and oldest interred at each cemetery. 
 
Table 5.18 Age of people interred – Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
Many of Bethel’s interred lived in the 19th century, Old Bethel’s interred lived 
during the 20th century. The difference in the age of life expectancy in the two time 
periods seems to play into the difference seen in the cemetery markers. The average 
overall ages in all categories corresponds with life expectancy rates during the 19th, 20th, 
and 21st century.129 Because of war and disease outbreaks in the 19th and early 20th 
century, life expectancies averaged at about 40 years of age (very similar to Bethel’s 
average 38-year average age). As time passed, advancements in medicine, hygiene, and 
technology were made allowing life expectancy to climb to between 70 and 75 years of 
 
129 “FastStats - Life Expectancy.” Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention, March 1, 2021. https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/fastats/life-expectancy.htm.  
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age in the late 20th century (Old Bethel’s 65-year average age approaches these numbers 
but is a bit below.  This could be because the active range of burials is from the end of the 
nineteenth century. The age difference in member’s burials is better attributed to 
increasing life expectancy, and not any other differentiating factor.  By looking at the 
youngest congregants buried in the cemeteries we see that both congregations made the 




A stone can be one of multiple marker types, such as: headstone; military 
headstone; ledger stone; obelisk; box tomb; marker; flushed marker; or a footstone. A 
marker can come in any shape and type and marks a spot with multiple names engraved 
in the stone. It is uncommon for a stone to fall into multiple type categories, but it still 
can happen. Because of this, the “number of stones” category may add up to more stones 
than were surveyed because of certain stones falling into multiple categories.  
 
Bethel 
The main marker types found throughout Bethel were headstones and ledger 
stones. The one military headstone that rests in the cemetery is of a confederate soldier 
who died in 1892. The headstone type makes up approximately 71% of marker found in 
Bethel’s cemetery with ledger stones making up around 17% of marker types surveyed. 
All other marker types consist of very low numbers indicating that during the cemetery’s 
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active time, congregants mostly used headstones to mark the gravesites of the deceased. 
The following chart depicts the number of maker types surveyed in Bethel’s cemetery. 
 
Marker Type Number of Stones 
Headstone 76 





Box Tomb 2 




Table 5.19 Marker type – Bethel (by author) 
 
Old Bethel 
The main markers found within Old Bethel’s cemetery include headstones, ledger 
stones, military headstones, flushed markers, and cradles. While headstones make up 
around 60 % of marker types, flushed markers make up approximately 16% and ledger 
stones 12%. There is a cross made of concrete that marks the site of a “Loving Father” in 
a family plot located in the southeast quadrant of the cemetery. It is the only marker type 
in the category of ‘cross’ for either cemetery. The following chart depicts the number of 
each maker type that was surveyed in Old Bethel’s cemetery. 
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Marker Type Number of Stones 
Headstone 77 













Table 5.21 Marker type – Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
Looking at the marker types (Table 5.22) seen in both cemeteries there are fairly 
similar patterns.  Headstones dominate both cemeteries as a marker type. Flushed 
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markers and military headstones are more prevalent at Old Bethel, while ledger stones 
and relief carving are more prevalent at Bethel.    
 
Table 5.22 Marker type – Overlapping stones Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
The number of headstones are roughly the same between Bethel with 76 
headstones and Old Bethel with 77 headstones and in the other categories, save for one 
marker type. The difference in relief carving is vast with Bethel having 28 stones and Old 
Bethel only having two. Since this discrepancy is seen in the time period when both 
cemeteries were active, popularity of the marker type over time is not a good explanation 
for the phenomenon.  Instead, it may make sense to attribute the greater number of relief 
carved markers in Bethel’s cemetery during the period of overlap to differences in 
financial resources.  The cost of carving cemetery markers is high because of the 
technique and mastery need for stone carving.  Relief carving was an expensive feature of 
cemetery markers until the use of machines replaced manual carving and lower the price 
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circa late 19th century.130 This difference in the material culture of the two congregations 
with respect to the number of relief carvings on monuments is likely a representation of 
the different wealth of the two congregations or different preferences between the two 
congregations.  This difference is something that can be used to interpret one or both 
cemeteries and may inform patterns seen in other cemeteries as well.   
Examining only the marker stones in the overlapping active period of the two 
cemeteries does not reveal many more clear patterns or differentiation between the two 
cemeteries. One small pattern that is seen is that markers seem to fade out during Old 
Bethel’s time period of activity. 
 
Inscription Condition 
Examples of stones that are in mint, clear but worn, mostly decipherable, traces, 
or illegible or destroyed conditions can be found in Appendix C within the cemetery 
surveys. Pictures are included. Stones can host multiple inscription conditions. For 
example, a stone’s upper portion can be mostly decipherable while its bottom portion can 
be traces, illegible, or destroyed. Because of this, the number of stones listed does not 
equal the number of stones surveyed. The category of ‘none’ indicates that there was no 









Most stones in Bethel’s cemetery are legible. About 11 or 10% of the stones are 
illegible or destroyed. Due to the age of the cemetery and the many natural disasters, war, 
and construction the cemetery has faced, only 10% of the stones being illegible is a 
testament to robust materials and upkeep. Many stones that are not in mint condition have 
deteriorated and weathered over time causing the inscription to become hard to read. 
Some inscriptions become hard to read because of the stones condition which will be 
discussed in the next section. Darkening or soiling of the stone causes the inscription to 
fade. Proper cleaning helps keep inscriptions clean from dust and particle. The following 
chart shows the number of stones that fall into the five categories of inscription condition 
in Bethel.  
Inscription 
Condition 
Number of Stones 
Overall 
Mint 9 
Clear but worn 56 
Mostly Decipherable 45 
Traces 9 
Illegible/Destroyed 11 
Table 5.23 Inscription condition – Bethel (by author) 
 
Old Bethel 
Most stones in Old Bethel’s cemetery are legible. About 15, or 12%, of the stones 
are illegible or destroyed or have no inscription at all. As stated above, inscription 
conditions are prone to deterioration and weathering. Unfortunately, there is no plot map 
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or documentation of inscriptions for Old Bethel cemetery meaning some inscriptions 
have been lost completely. With only approximately 15 stones illegible, destroyed, or no 
inscription, the rest has been documented through the survey conducted for this thesis. 
The following chart shows the number of stones that fall into the six categories of 




Number of Stones 
Overall 
Mint 11 
Clear but worn 47 








Table 5.25 Inscription condition – Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
Table 5.25 shows very similar numbers of marker’s inscription conditions 
between the two cemeteries. Looking exclusively at the inscriptions on the stones that 
were put up during the period of overlap (Table 5.26) when both cemeteries were active a 
few small distinguishing patterns can be observed.  Both cemeteries show approximately 
the same numbers under the “mint” and “clear but worn” categories. Most of the stones 











At Bethel  
Number of 
Overlapping Stones 
At Old Bethel 
Mint 6 3 
Clear but worn 10 17 
Mostly Decipherable 3 25 
Traces 1 2 
Illegible/Destroyed 2 1 
None  1 
Table 5.26 Inscription condition –Overlapping Stones Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
 
Table 5.27 Inscription condition – Overlapping stones Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
Table 5.27 primarily shows that more inscriptions are recorded for Old Bethel 
cemetery stones.  The only category where Bethel’s cemetery exceeds Old Bethel’s is in 
the ‘mint condition’, or highly legible text.  This cemetery marker characteristic- 
inscription condition- therefore does not serve to differentiate the two cemeteries.    
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Inscription Placement 
Stones can have multiple placements of text. Because of this, the number of 
stones surveyed will not correspond completely with the numbers presented. In this 
survey, the text included carved or inscribed and raised text. Placements included on the 
front, back, top, and sides of the stone including if there was no text at all. 
 
Bethel 
Raised text appears on approximately 31 of 107 or 29% of stones in Bethel (no 
raised text is present on 76 stones). Raised text was found on many stones in family plots 
or those with or adjacent to family. Carving or inscribing appears on 103 of 107 or 96% 
of stones in Bethel. Four stones had no carved text.  Those that have no text were either 
broken with portions missing or had fallen over where the face with text might be 
inaccessible. All instances where text carving or inscribing is listed as on the back of the 
monument are associated with the obelisk marker type. The following chart shows the 
number of stones that had carving or inscribing and raised text as well as where the 




(# of stones) 
Raised Text               
(# of stones) 
Front 102 31 
Back 4 0 
Top 1 1 
Sides 5 0 
None 4 76 
Table 5.28 Inscription placement –Bethel (by author) 
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Old Bethel 
Raised text appears to be very scarce among the stones in Old Bethel. Roughly 10 
of the 129 stones or 8% had raised text. This usually occurred on a stone within a family 
plot. About 125 of 129 or 97% of stones have carving or inscribing in Old Bethel. Raised 
text is more labor intensive than regular carving or inscribing making it a more expensive 
type of carving. Relief and raised carving use the same technique of carving the piece out 
of the stone itself making it all one piece. Relief carving is used to describe an intricate 
carving of an object where raised text is just that, text that is slightly raised off the stone 
and not carved into the stone.  
Twelve stones did not have carved text.  Some chose to place carving or inscribed 
text on the back of the stone. The body is buried facing the east, but to prevent trampling 
on the gravesites, the text was placed on the back side of the stone to allow visitors to 
read the stone more easily.131 Table 5.29 shows the number of stones that had carving or 








131 Tui Snider. Understanding Cemetery Symbols: a Field Guide for Historic Graveyards. Castle Azle 






(# of stones) 
Raised Text               
(# of stones) 
Front 113 7 
Back 3 3 
Top 1 0 
Sides 0 0 
None 12 107 
Table 5.29 Inscription placement –Old Bethel (by author) 
 
 
Table 5.30 Inscription placement –Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
From the graph above (Table 5.30), we can see that each cemetery had roughly 
the same text placement on their grave markers. This shows that both congregations had 
the same mindset when it came to inscription placement, and thus inscription placement 






Iconography can be an important way to express oneself or the thoughts of the 
family in mourning. More information about the meaning behind the symbols of 
iconography used within Bethel and Old Bethel cemeteries can be found in Appendix A. 
Stones can have multiple types of iconography. Many stones only had one type of 
iconography in the markers surveyed. 
 
Bethel 
Bethel had a total of 41 stones with iconography which is roughly 38% of the 
stones. Instead of iconography, many of the stones were filled with text and bible verses. 
Even stones with iconography still had text running the length of the stone. Stone carvers 
in the 19th century charged by the word for text carved into a stone. With the amount of 
text on each stone, it would be safe to assume that many interred at Bethel were 
financially prosperous. The carving of iconography only added to the cost.  
 
Old Bethel 
107 or roughly 83% of stones in Old Bethel have some type of iconography on 
them. Many stones opt for iconography instead of multiple lines of text. The chart below 
shows the dispersion of iconography among the stones.  Because of the time period Old 
Bethel cemetery’s active use, it is likely that many of the stones were manufactured 
(routed etc.), not fully carved by hand. This would allow the price of carving stone to 
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decrease, and therefore its prevalence to presumably go up. Table 5.31 shows the 




Stones – Bethel 
Number of 
Stones – Old 
Bethel 
Flowers 33 60 
Cross 2 39 
Angel 2 2 
Bible 1 2 
Cross & Crown 1  
Willow & Urn 2  
Draped Urn 1  
Draped Stone 1 1 
Cherub 1  
Lamb 1  
Clasping Hands  9 
Rainbow  2 
Dove  2 
Table 5.31 Iconography –Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
As seen in Table 5.31 and Table 5.32, flowers were the number one type of 
iconography used in Bethel and Old Bethel.  The most commonly carved flower is a rose. 
Crosses were also a frequent motif at old Bethel.  Clasping hands were visible only in 
Old Bethel’s cemetery, and with greater frequency than many other symbols. Many 
stones with clasping hands were also paired with a cross, flower, or both.  All other 
iconography types were on two or fewer stones. One of the two crosses at Bethel came 
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from a military headstone which, as a type, typically have crosses adorn the top of the 
stone above text.  
Lambs are often meant to represent children. The one lamb appears on a child’s 
headstone but does not appear on that of his sister’s headstone that sits adjacent to his.  
They died three years apart.  Based on the date ranges analyzed earlier in the chapter both 
cemeteries were burying children, so the difference is in the iconography, not in the 
demographics of the people buried there. This shows that the differences between the two 
congregations, and not the time period of activity for both cemeteries, is the cause for the 
difference in iconography. 
Table 5.32 Iconography –Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
There is a total number of 19 stones from Old Bethel and 48 stones from Bethel 
that were added to each cemetery during the overlap period.  The majority of Old 
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Bethel’s overlapping stones have a date of 1930s or later where most of Bethel’s 
overlapping stones fall between the 1890s and 1920s.  Of these 48 stones at Old Bethel, 
30 (62.5%) number had iconography.  At Bethel, 5 of 19 number of stones (26.3%) had 
iconography. Within the overlapping stones, iconography is mostly seen with Old 
Bethel’s stones mostly occurring after the 1920’s.  
The flower and the cross are the most popular iconography types between the 
overlapping stones, as they were throughout time in each cemetery.  This indicates that 
preferences for iconography were not highly dynamic over the full study period. Only 5 
of Bethel’s 19 stones that fall within the overlapping time period even show iconography 
symbols and 4 of them are a cross or flower. This shows that the popularity of the types 
of iconography were the same during the overlapping stone period.  
The table 5.33 and 5.34 show the number of instances of each type of symbol 
found in Old Bethel and Bethel cemeteries for the years of 1890-1950 when both 
cemeteries were active.  Here we see a distinct pattern emerge.  Old Bethel’s markers 
have considerably more carving than Bethel’s, even in the same time period.  That means 
that the difference in inscription does not relate to the mechanization of the process of 
carving.  It is also the inverse of what would be expected economically- where you would 
expect the more affluent congregation to have cemetery markers with more expensive 
features.  This is a finding that points directly to different preferences between the two 
















Total stones in 
overlap period 
19 48 
Flowers 3 16 
Cross 1 13 
Angel   
Bible   
Cross & Crown 1  
Willow & Urn   
Draped Urn   
Draped Stone  1 
Cherub   
Lamb   
Clasping Hands   
Rainbow   
Dove   









Stones can be in multiple overall cleanliness categories. For example, a stone 
might have moderate soiling and biological growth, but it could have staining as well.  
Because of this, the number of stones listed does not equal the number of stones 
surveyed. Soiling as seen in the categories of overall cleanliness is a layer of the buildup 
of particles on the face of the stone that portrays a dirtiness of the stone. Staining in most 
cases is a reddish orange color that is usually iron from acid rain that stains the stone. 
Biological growth is any type of plant that has formed a root system on the stone. It can 
harm the stone if not removed properly during cleaning.  
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Bethel 
Most of Bethel’s stones fall into the light soiling or moderate soiling, biological 
growth categories. Only two stones fall under the clean/no soiling category, and these 
stone happen to be polished granite. The following chart lays out the number of stones 
within each category.  
Because it is hard for 
particles or biological growth 
to hold on to a polished 
surface, the polished surface 
sometimes acts as a potential 
barrier against soiling and 
biological growth.  
Although it has not been done recently, Bethel’s stones have been cleaned in the 
past which could be why many of these stones do not fall into dark or heavy soiling. 
Bethel’s grounds are also more convenient to maintain and watch over. Most dark and 
heavy soiling stones come from ledger stones that lay flat on the ground. They are more 
susceptible to dirt, biological growth, and animal intervention.  
 
Old Bethel 
Many of Old Bethel’s stones fall within the light, moderate, and dark soiling 
categories. The following chart show the number of stones within each category of 
overall cleanliness. Old Bethel is located in an area with unique soil composition (see 
Overall Cleanliness Number of Stones 
Cleaning/no soiling 2 




Dark soiling, biological 
growth 
12 
Heavy soiling, staining 2 
Staining 6 
Table 5.35 Overall cleanliness –Bethel (by author) 
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cemetery condition section in this chapter). An open layout of graves not surrounded by 
buildings, walls, streets, and vegetation can have a major impact on how debris reaches 
the stone. Acid rain seems to have affected concrete stones with staining as well. Stones 
have never been cleaned at Old Bethel because of the cost. 
Only routine groundskeeping 
is paid for. Because of its lack 
of cleaning abilities, the stones 
at Old Bethel show their age 
not only through the dates 
inscribed on them, but through 
their state of soiling as well. 
 
 
Table 5.37 Overall cleanliness –Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
Overall Cleanliness Number of Stones 
Cleaning/no soiling 6 




Dark soiling, biological 
growth 
43 
Heavy soiling, staining 9 
Staining 24 
Table 5.36 Overall cleanliness –Old Bethel (by author) 
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From the graph above, it is clear that staining and dark soiling, biological growth 
in Old Bethel is much more than in Bethel while Bethel leads in the moderate soiling, 
biological growth and light soiling categories. In the cemetery condition section in this 
chapter, maintenance of the two cemeteries is discussed. Because of Bethel’s cemetery 
being on church grounds, where Old Bethel’s cemetery is a few miles away, more 
attention is given to the upkeep of the cemetery even though it has been inactive for 
years. The church historian does her best to keep the stones in good condition. In Old 
Bethel’s case, the cemetery is a few miles away from the church making it less 
convenient to maintain. Because of this and the church budget, the stones appear to have 
less cleaning than that which occurs at Bethel, though it is not a dramatic difference seen 
in the graph. 
 
Overall Condition 
The overall condition takes into account the appearance and positioning of the 
stone at the time of the survey. Stones can be in multiple overall condition categories. For 
example, a stone could have sunken/tilted stones as well as be leaning and cracked. 
Because of this, the number of stones listed does not equal the number of stones 
surveyed. The difference between cracked and broken is that cracked only means a crack 
is showing up in the stone, but the is still intact. Broken means a piece of the stone has 
come off partially or fully. Unattached means the stone has become disconnected from its 




Because of Bethel cemetery’s age, many of the numbers in categories of poor 
condition can be attributed to age, as well as the treatment of the cemetery markers that 
have been found and relocated based on their resurfacing after burial land use changed. 
These numbers, along with other condition categories can be seen in Table 5.38. Roughly 
50% of stones in Bethel are cracked. Most of the stones are made from 19th century 
marble, it is surprising that more stones are not cracked. Marble is a stone that degrades 
very easily if not taken care of properly. Weathering and erosion can affect the stone in 
negative ways causing it to easily crack. Because of the multiple natural disasters 
Charleston has seen of the past two centuries, one would think the marble of Bethel’s 
cemetery would be in worse shape than it is. Because of the age of most of the marble 
within Bethel’s cemetery compared to Old Bethel’s cemetery, it is somewhat more prone 
to breaking and cracking. 
Overall Condition Number of Stones 
Sunken/Tilted Stones 28 
Encroaching plants 47 
Leaning 6 
Cracked 53 
Foundation visible 5 
Broken 21 
Portions Missing 18 
Unattached 11 
Table 5.38 Overall condition –Bethel (by author)  
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Unattached stones include headstones that have either fallen over due to weather 
and deterioration or have altered by visitors. While most of these stones lay in a way that 
the front inscription is face up, some lay face down and are illegible. Ledger stones and 
stones that have fallen or been altered are most affected by encroaching plants. Because 
of routine maintenance, grass is usually the only vegetation that impedes the stone. 
Unfortunately, there are some stones were grass has started to grow on top covering parts 
of the stone in biological growth.  
 
Old Bethel 
Approximately 89% of the stones located in Old Bethel’s cemetery have 
encroaching plants and are sunken and/or tilted. These numbers, along with other 
condition categories can be seen in Table 5.39. Because of the cemetery’s soil (see 
cemetery conditions section), sunken and/or tilted stones are extremely common. Stones 
as new as 2018 have started to tilt and sink. Leaning is also caused by the unique soil of 









Overall Condition Number of Stones 
Sunken/Tilted Stones 116 





Overhanging trees/plants 1 
Displaced by roots 1 
Unattached 1 
Table 5.39 Overall condition –Old Bethel (by author) 
Those that are seemed to have been altered by visitors to the cemetery. The one 
unattached stone was taken off its base and never returned. It now leans upside down 





From the graph above, it can be seen that the number of stones in Old Bethel 
outnumber the stones in Bethel that are sunken/tilted, leaning, or encroached by plants. 
This again is because of poor soil conditions and maintenance at Old Bethel. On the other 
hand, Bethel has higher numbers within the portions missing, broken, and cracked 
categories. This can be explained through the age of Bethel’s cemetery along with their 
attitude and treatment of the gravesites versus their willingness to expand and build on 
top of congregants’ graves, damaging the markers present. With most of Bethel’s stones 
being marble, cracking and broken portions of stone happen overtime and cannot be 
helped except through repairs. More of this is seen in Bethel’s cemetery due to its age. 
Missing portions however come from neglect over a period of time. Because of 
multiple building campaigns throughout Bethel’s history, expansion always moved 
Table 5.40 Overall condition –Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
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towards the cemetery grounds. Over time, the cemetery grew smaller and smaller, and 
many parts of stones were destroyed or buried. While overall deteriorated conditions of 
each cemeteries’ stones are present, in one case the deterioration is caused by neglect.  In 
Bethel’s case the conditions present tell of relocation and other disturbances, likely at the 
hand of machinery and equipment part of building campaigns. 
 
Secondary Markers 
While Bethel had no secondary markers, Old Bethel had 12 stones that had 
secondary markers.  One stone has flowers and balloons while 10 more stones have 
flowers, and one stone has coins.  Of these 12 secondary markers (Table 5.41), three fell 
in the period of overlap. This rules out that it is a factor of the differences between the 
two congregations and reinforces that Old Bethel’s interred still have family alive that 
have visited their gravesites. Secondary markers reflect who has visited the gravesites. 
For Bethel, many of their gravesites are from the 19th and early 20th century. With 
greater time passing, it is increasingly likely that the families of the interred are no longer 
a part of the congregation or have passed away themselves. Many of Old Bethel’s 
secondary markers are more contemporary, which seems to increase the likelihood that 
someone visiting the gravesite had personal knowledge of the person buried there and is 
more likely to leave a token.  However, three secondary markers fall within the overlap 
period. This shows that while most secondary markers are more contemporary and fall 
under the 21st century, the three stones that fell within the overlapping time period still 







Number of  
Stones in the 
Overlap 
Period 
Flower 11 3 
Balloons 1 0 
Coins 1 0 
None 117 45 
Table 5.41 Secondary markers – Old Bethel (by author) 
The stone containing coins is a military headstone with pennies on it. These coins 
are a sign of respect for those who fought. A penny means you visited, a nickel means 
you trained at boot camp with the deceased, a dime means you served with them, and a 
quarter means you were there when the deceased was killed. This practice, however, did 
not start until after the Korean War which ended in 1953.132 The two military headstones 
at Old Bethel are from 1952 and 1956. While these two gravestones fall within the 
overlapping period, they do not have coins on their stones. The military headstone with 
coins on it is from the 21st century and is more likely to have been visited because the 
family members of the deceased are still alive today. Secondary markers overall point 




132 “The Meaning behind the Tradition of Leaving Coins on Veterans' Gravestones.” American Military 




Orientation/ Original Location 
Bethel 
In the Christian faith, the practice is that a person is buried facing east following 
the belief that this enables them to meet Christ face to face during his second coming 
when he raises them from the grave (in the same direction as the sun rises). All stones in 
Bethel are facing east according to this tradition. As explained in depth in the history 
chapter of this thesis, Bethel had many building campaigns and construction on its 
property from the early 19th century until the present. Because of this, there are three 
stones surveyed that are not in their original location. There are also many other 
fragments of stones not surveyed that have been moved from their original location. A 
plot map from the 1970s shows these three stones in different places than they were at the 
time of this survey and analysis. All three of these stones are also missing at least half of 
its original stone with only the top halves remaining. 
 
Old Bethel 
Of Old Bethel’s 129 stones, four of them are facing west. Because most of the 
cemetery’s interred are buried according to the Christian faith, it is odd to see these four 
stones having a different orientation.  Three of the four stones that are facing west are 
located in a family plot. Were as the other stone is only a few feet away from this family 
plot. It might have been the wishes of the family to be buried in this manner to simply be 
different from others buried there. The family plot also looks well taken care of and can 
be seen from aerials due to the white rocks that cover the area of the plot. 
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There are also a few stones that have inscriptions on the west facing side of the 
stone with the body facing east. This is meant to allow visitors to read the headstone 
without trampling on the gravesite. Only one of Old Bethel’s 129 stones appears to not be 
in its original location. Only the top ¼ of the stone remains and is propped up against 
another member of their family. 
When comparing Bethel and Old Bethel, the orientation of graves coincides and 
lead to a conclusion that each congregation had the same beliefs when it came to a 
Christian burial. This is logical as both congregations are of the same Christian 
denomination. The similarities of burial reinforce that both congregations are following 
the same doctrine. 
 
Dimensions 
 The height, width, and when available, depth was taken of every stone surveyed 
in Bethel and Old Bethel cemeteries. All numbers were averaged to find the mean height 
width, and depth of all stones with each cemetery. A deeper dive was done in finding the 
mean height, width, and depth of each major marker type including headstones, ledger 
stones, military headstones, flushed markers, obelisks, box tombs, markers, and crosses.  
Because multiple stones can be classified under multiple marker types, each 
stone’s primary classification was used when determining the average dimensions. For 
example, if a stone was placed in the headstone primarily, but is also considered a 
marker, its dimensions would contribute to the overall average of headstones, not 
markers. 
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Dimensions are conveyed in inches.  Measurements were taken to an accuracy of 
1/8 of an inch. The following charts display average measurements for all stones listed 























All 48 1/2 28  23 1/2 20 1/2 7 1/4 4 3/4 
Headstone 
 
36 7/16 24 3/4 21 3/4 20 5 1/4 5 1/8 
Ledger 
Stone 
63 1/4 68 1/2 30 24 1/2   
Military 
Headstone 
12 17 5/8 24 17 1/4 4 4 
Flushed 
Marker 
14 1/2 16 3/4 23 23 1/8 6 4 1/2 
Obelisk 88 3/4  17  17  
Box Tomb 66  48  36  
Marker 78  26  19  
Cross  60  34  6 








Table 5.43 Overall Dimensions –Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
When looking at the two charts and graph above, we can see that Bethel has 
bigger stones overall when compared to the same stone types that Old Bethel has. 
Patterns can be seen between overall dimensions and headstone dimensions. There are 
also the same patterns between military headstones and flushed markers. However, Old 
Bethel’s military headstones are slightly larger than Bethel’s over all by a few 1/8’s of an 
inch. Military headstones are known to have a standard measurement of about 2 feet by 1 
foot by 4 inches unless it is a flushed marker such as Bethel’s.  Obelisks, box tombs, 
markers, and crosses could not be compared across both cemeteries because they only 
appear in one or the other.  
The size of the stone also can reveal how wealthy a particular person was. The 
bigger and thicker the headstone, the more costly it was. While ledger stones in both 
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cemeteries are about the same size, the type of material the stone is made of and the type 
and amount of inscription can help in identifying status. Around the mid 20th century is 
when the size, material, or carving could not help in the identification of someone’s 
wealth.  
 
Table 5.44 Overall Dimensions –Overlapping stones Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
The time during which the two cemeteries were active also plays a major role in 
the dimensions of the stone. During the 19th and early 20th century, the bigger the stone 
the more financially stable you were. As time progressed, the intangible memories of the 
deceased became more important than those of wealth and status.133 There was no need 
for flashy, unique stones. Stones could now be manufactured easily and produced using 
machines and common imagery making everyone look identical.  
 

























All 41 11/16 27 1/8  25 1/2 21 8 5 
Headstone 
 
41 27 27 3/4 20 13/16 8 1/4 5 11/16 
Ledger Stone 72 84 30 1/4 22   
Military 
Headstone 
12 14 1/4 24 18 1/2 4 4 
Flushed 
Marker 
14 1/2 11 5/16 23 23 1/8 6  
Marker 78  26  19  
Table 5.45 Overlapping Dimensions –Bethel and Old Bethel (by author) 
 
The dimensions of overall stones compared to the overlapping stones shows no 
distinct difference. It can be seen, however, stones within Bethel are larger than stones 
within Old Bethel. This does show a true difference between the congregations when it 
comes to financial status not a difference based on time periods of activity. 
During the Rural Cemetery Movement, many would stroll leisurely through 
cemeteries taking in stones that had become works of art. Once death was not 
romanticized anymore and became less of everyday life due to advancements in 
technology and medicine, there was no need for these stones to be art that people saw 
once a year if ever again. The perception of death throughout the United States and the 
world had a strong impact on not only dimensions of stone, but of every category 
discussed within this chapter. 
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Analysis of the data categories above can be separated into three categories: no 
difference between the two cemeteries, characteristics that change overtime, but are 
consistent between the two cemeteries, and those that are different between the two 
cemeteries during the overlap period. No difference includes orientation of the marker 
only. 
Characteristics that change over time but are consistent between the two cemeteries 
include surface texture, material, marker type, inscription condition, and gravestone 
dimensions. Different between the two cemeteries during the overlap period include 
cemetery condition, gravestone dates, iconography, secondary markers integrity of 
original marker location and overall cleanliness and condition but for different reasons 
for both cemeteries. Overall cleanliness and condition are related and intertwined with 















In this thesis, the historic research of Bethel UMC demonstrates that sometimes 
development pressures, which threatened burial sites, originate inside the church itself, 
and that different members of a congregation react to proposals to disturb gravesites 
differently. At Bethel in the early 19th century, different reactions fell along racial lines 
as the decision to build over the top of some graves of the congregations particularly 
Black members’ gravesites. Added to other inequalities experienced by Black church 
members, this led to a split in the congregation.  
At the beginning of the writing of this thesis, the difference between Bethel’s 
cemetery and Old Bethel’s cemetery was thought to be extremely distinguishable. The 
hypothesis that Bethel’s congregation will invest less in the grave markers (evidenced by 
less expensive materials, less ornate carving), and will maintain this material culture less 
than Old Bethel. This hypothesis was proven to be incorrect. This was looking to extend 
the logic learned in the introduction and building evolution section, that Bethel has 
become more comfortable with eliminating their gravesites. The different attitudes, or 
perhaps ease of access, toward the physical resting place of the deceased did manifest in 
different characters and conditions in the two cemeteries. The data collected showed the 
exact opposite of the initial hypothesis. Even though Bethel has a history of removing 
gravestones through building development, many congregates still wanted their loved 
ones to be buried with pride, therefore, the monuments reveal considerable expense in the 
form of high-quality materials and extensive carving.  
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In 1900, monuments were introduced in catalogues. Hand carved stone was being 
replaced by mechanical carvings. However, stones from this period do not seem to lack 
intricate carving details as they do today. As long as marble was being used as a material 
for monuments, extensive carving, whether by hand or mechanically, was still done. As 
polished granite became popular in the mid 20th century, a lack of personalization was 
given to the stones. This change could be expected as Americans’ perception of death 
became more widely generalized than romanticized.  
The data shows that the grave site memorializations are first and foremost 
Methodist and follow many of the same patterns between both Bethel and Old Bethel’s 
cemeteries. While broader patterns show similarity among the two cemeteries, a closer 
analysis of the data shows subtle differences in many categories as seen below. Because 
of the time periods of activity for each cemetery, there were obvious differences when it 
came to areas such as date of deaths, iconography, and the integrity of markers original 
locations. There is an overlap of interments between both cemeteries from the 1890s to 
the 1950s that was examined for a true look at differences between Bethel and Old 
Bethel. 
Analysis of the data categories within the cemetery survey can be separated into 
three categories: no difference between the two cemeteries, characteristics that change 
overtime, but are consistent between the two cemeteries, and those that are different 
between the two cemeteries during the overlap period. No difference includes orientation 
of the marker only.  
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When comparing Bethel and Old Bethel, the orientation of graves coincides and 
lead to a conclusion that each congregation had the same beliefs when it came to a 
Christian burial. This is logical as both congregations are of the same Christian 
denomination. The similarities of burial reinforce that both congregations are following 
the same doctrine. 
Characteristics that change over time but are consistent between the two 
cemeteries include surface texture, material, marker type, inscription condition, and 
gravestone dimensions.  
 
Surface Texture and Material: 
 
Material and surface texture of the stones were intertwined and showed the same 
patterns. Marble and smooth texture made up over 50% of each cemetery with granite 
coming in second.  
Three types of surface texture, rough-hewn, smooth, and polished, were used 
during the data collection. In Bethel cemetery, 1% or 1 stone was rough-hewn while 95% 
or 102 stones were smooth, and 4% or 4 stones were polished. In Old Bethel cemetery, 
0.7% or 1 stone is rough-hewn, 70.5% or 91 stones are smooth, and 28.8% or 37 stones 
are polished. The main observation to note here is that surface texture and material are 
incredibly linked.  Marble stones are given a smooth finish, while granite is polished. 
Surface textures of the stones at Bethel and Old Bethel are very similar with a significant 
majority of stones in both cemeteries possessing a smooth finish.   
Four types of material of stone were found during the survey for Bethel. These 
materials included on Bethel’s cemetery are marble, granite, slate, and concrete/brick. 
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During the time when Bethel cemetery was active, mainly during the 19th century, slate 
was being phased out as a gravestone material, and marble was becoming more 
popular.134  
Four types of material of stone were found during the survey for Old Bethel. 
These materials include marble, granite, concrete, and stainless steel. Old Bethel 
cemetery activity began during a time were marble was the popular choice for 
gravestones. With granite’s popularity rising during the mid to late 20th century, a shift 
can be seen in material of stones in Old Bethel at this time. All 21st century stones are 
made of granite, or in the case of two ledger stones, they are made of stainless steel 
rendering the stone obsolete in those two instances. 
The main patterns between the full set of stones observed in the two cemeteries is 
that marble dominated as a material for both cemeteries. Marble has a smooth finish 
which shows reason for a majority of the stones to possess a smooth finish with marble 
being the dominate material for both cemeteries. 
It is clear that the difference in material choice relate to time period.  This is 
visible in the fact that the percentage of stones made out of each of the materials is nearly 
identical for the two cemeteries in the overlap period. While the changing of materials 






134 Sherene Baugher, Richard F. Veit, and Michael S. Nassaney. Archaeology of American Cemeteries and 







The main marker types found throughout Bethel were headstones and ledger 
stones. The headstone type makes up approximately 71% of marker found in Bethel’s 
cemetery with ledger stones making up around 17% of marker types surveyed. All other 
marker types consist of very low numbers indicating that during the cemetery’s active 
time, congregants mostly used headstones to mark the gravesites of the deceased. The 
main markers found within Old Bethel’s cemetery include headstones, ledger stones, 
military headstones, flushed markers, and cradles. While headstones make up around 
60% of marker types, flushed markers make up approximately 16% and ledger stones 
12%.  
Looking at the marker types seen in both cemeteries there are fairly similar 
patterns.  Headstones dominate both cemeteries as a marker type. Flushed markers and 
military headstones are more prevalent at Old Bethel, while ledger stones and relief 
carving are more prevalent at Bethel. While relief carving is not a marker type per say, it 
normally shows up on headstones.  
The number of headstones are roughly the same between Bethel with 76 
headstones and Old Bethel with 77 headstones and in the other categories, save for one 
marker type. The difference in relief carving is vast with Bethel having 28 stones and Old 
Bethel only having two. Since this discrepancy is seen in the time period when both 
cemeteries were active, popularity of the marker type over time is not a good explanation 
for the phenomenon.  Instead, it may make sense to attribute the greater number of relief 
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carved markers in Bethel’s cemetery during the period of overlap to differences in 
financial resources.  One small pattern that is seen is that markers seem to fade out during 
Old Bethel’s time period of activity. 
 
Inscription Condition: 
Most stones in Bethel’s cemetery are legible. About 11 or 10% of the stones are 
illegible or destroyed. Due to the age of the cemetery and the many natural disasters, war, 
and construction the cemetery has faced, only 10% of the stones being illegible is a 
testament to robust materials and upkeep. Many stones that are not in mint condition have 
deteriorated and weathered over time causing the inscription to become hard to read. 
Some inscriptions become hard to read because of the stone’s condition. Darkening or 
soiling of the stone causes the inscription to fade. Proper cleaning helps keep inscriptions 
clean from dust and particle. 
Most stones in Old Bethel’s cemetery are legible. About 15, or 12%, of the stones 
are illegible or destroyed or have no inscription at all. As stated above, inscription 
conditions are prone to deterioration and weathering. Unfortunately, there is no plot map 
or documentation of inscriptions for Old Bethel cemetery meaning some inscriptions 
have been lost completely. With only approximately 15 stones illegible, destroyed, or no 
inscription, the rest have been documented through the survey conducted for this thesis. 
 
Gravestone Dimensions: 
Bethel has bigger stones overall when compared to the same stone types that Old 
Bethel has. Patterns can be seen between overall dimensions and headstone dimensions. 
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There are also the same patterns between military headstones and flushed markers. 
However, Old Bethel’s military headstones are slightly larger than Bethel’s by a few 
1/8’s of an inch. Military headstones are known to have a standard measurement of about 
2 feet by 1 foot by 4 inches unless it is a flushed marker such as Bethel’s.   
The size of the stone also can reveal how wealthy a particular person was. The 
bigger and thicker the headstone, the more costly it was. This is true even in the systems 
in place after the industrial revolution when machining of stones led to greater 
standardization. Around the mid 20th century is when the size, material, or carving could 
not help in the identification of someone’s wealth because of the standardization of 
gravestones by this time. Most stones were polished granite with simple carving on the 
front of the stone. 
The time during which the two cemeteries were active also plays a major role in 
the dimensions of the stone. During the 19th and early 20th century, the bigger the stone 
the more financially stable you were. As time progressed, the intangible memories of the 
deceased became more important than those of wealth and status.135 There was no need 
for flashy, unique stones. Stones could now be manufactured easily and produced using 
machines and common imagery. Stones were selected from a catalogue, and usually one 
sales representative worked with each cemetery, making the selection process a decision 
among pre-designed markers from a set palette.  This process makes many stones similar, 
and less reflective of personalities and distinctive characteristics. 
 
 
135 Snider, 26. 
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Differences between Bethel and Old Bethel: 
Different between the two cemeteries during the overlap period include cemetery 
conditions, gravestone dates, iconography, secondary markers, integrity of original 
marker location and overall cleanliness and condition but for different reasons for both 
cemeteries (these two features are related and intertwined with cemetery condition). 
These features can help distinguish and differentiate the two cemeteries.  
 
Cemetery Conditions: 
Bethel cemetery has an advantage in maintaining its cemetery over Old Bethel 
because of its proximity to the church. Its burial grounds fall under landscape 
management of the church grounds as a whole.136 Old Bethel cemetery is maintained but 
has overgrowth in certain areas with trees and plants overtaking headstones that can no 
longer be seen. The maintenance of the cemetery only exists for access to most grave 
sites and not for the aesthetics of the cemetery itself as Bethel’s cemetery does. Because 
of the distance from its church, Old Bethel cemetery’s upkeep is not as convenient. 
In respect to the remaining portions of each cemetery, Old Bethel is fully intact. 
There is little evidence of loss of stones. Because of soil conditions within the cemetery, 
stones have begun to sink into the ground. Historic records state that Old Bethel’s 
cemetery was started in 1873, but the oldest stone is from 1890.  
 
136 Ann Taylor Andrus. The Name Shall Be Bethel: The History of Bethel United Methodist Church, 1797-
1997. Columbia, SC: R.L. Bryan Company, 1997.  
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 Bethel’s cemetery is completely different. While Old Bethel’s cemetery is facing 
uncontrollable environmental factors, Bethel has seen shrinkage of its cemetery at its own 
hands. Because of the growing population of their congregation, Bethel has decided 
multiple times to expand building sizes and numbers to accommodate. To do this, they 
decided to build atop of their graveyards beginning with their African Americans 
congregates and moving towards their white congregates. All portions of Bethel’s 
property except for a portion of land on which about half of the sanctuary sits used to be 
burial grounds. All land is now covered by asphalt or has a building sitting atop it.  
 
Gravestone Dates: 
Bethel cemetery includes 18th, 19th, and 20th century stones. Old Bethel 
cemetery is newer than Bethel’s, paradoxically, based on the names. Old Bethel includes 
stones from the 19th, 20th, and 21st centuries. Of the 107 stones at Bethel and the 129 
stones at Old Bethel, 19 of Bethel’s and 48 of Old Bethel’s stones fall in the range of 
overlapping dates between the 1890s and the 1950s for the two cemeteries.  This is 
roughly 28% of the stones that can be compared directly. These stones better represent 
the differences between cemeteries, as opposed to representing differences in time 
periods.  
During the period of overlap between when the two congregations were active, 
Bethel was experiencing a lower rate of burial over the 60-year period, while Old 
Bethel’s rate of burials was increasing.  When looking at the pattern of burials over time 
inside each cemetery there is a common pattern. The number of burials by decade rises, 
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peaks and falls, looking at the clear pattern at Bethel.  There is a similar period of 
increase at Old Bethel, and a rise, and what appears to be the beginning of a period of 
falling numbers of interments. In the middle of the active period for the two cemeteries 
(1850s-1870s for Bethel and 1950s-1980s for Old Bethel), deaths seem to skyrocket out 
of characteristic for both cemeteries. While circumstances for these deaths are different, 
they portray the same patterns.  
 
Iconography: 
Flowers were the number one type of iconography used in Bethel and Old Bethel.  
The most commonly carved flower is a rose. Crosses were also a frequent motif at Old 
Bethel.  Clasping hands were visible only in Old Bethel’s cemetery, and with greater 
frequency than many other symbols. Doves and rainbows are also only found at Old 
Bethel. While none of these symbols are found among Bethel’s stone, these symbols 
could be attributed to the time period in which certain symbols were popular, the 
Methodist religion, or a difference between the two cemeteries. 
There is a total number of 19 stones from Old Bethel and 48 stones from Bethel 
that were added to each cemetery during the overlap period.  The majority of Old 
Bethel’s overlapping stones have a date of 1930s or later where most of Bethel’s 
overlapping stones fall between the 1890s and 1920s.  Of these 48 stones at Old Bethel, 
30 (62.5%) number had iconography.  At Bethel, 5 of 19 number of stones (26.3%) had 
iconography. Within the overlapping stones, iconography is mostly seen with Old 
Bethel’s stones mostly occurring after the 1920’s.  
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The flower and the cross are the most popular iconography types between the 
overlapping stones, as they were throughout time in each cemetery.  This indicates that 
preferences for iconography were not highly dynamic over the full study period. Only 5 
of Bethel’s 19 stones that fall within the overlapping time period even show iconography 
symbols and 4 of them are a cross or flower. This shows that the popularity of the types 
of iconography were the same during the overlapping stone period.  
There is a distinct pattern in the number of instances of each type of symbol found 
in Old Bethel and Bethel cemeteries for the years of 1890-1950 when both cemeteries 
were active.  Old Bethel’s markers have considerably more carving than Bethel’s, even in 
the same time period.  That means that the difference in inscription does not relate to the 
mechanization of the process of carving.  It is also the inverse of what would be expected 
economically- where you would expect the more affluent congregation to have cemetery 
markers with more expensive features.  This is a finding that points directly to different 
preferences between the two congregations.       
 
Secondary Markers: 
While Bethel had no secondary markers, Old Bethel had 12 stones that had 
secondary markers.  Of these 12 secondary markers, three fell in the period of overlap. 
Many of Old Bethel’s secondary markers are more contemporary, which seems to 
increase the likelihood that someone visiting the gravesite had personal knowledge of the 
person buried there and is more likely to leave a token.   
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Integrity of Original Marker Location: 
As explained in depth in the building and cemetery evolution chapter of this 
thesis, Bethel had many building campaigns and construction on its property from the 
early 19th century until the present. Because of this, there are three stones surveyed that 
are not in their original location. There are also many other fragments of stones not 
surveyed that have been moved from their original location. A plot map from the 1970s 
shows these three stones in different places than they were at the time of this survey and 
analysis. All three of these stones are also missing at least half of its original stone with 
only the top halves remaining. Only one of Old Bethel’s 129 stones appears to not be in 
its original location. Only the top ¼ of the stone remains and is propped up against 
another member of their family. 
The categories of overall cleanliness and overall condition correlate with action 
taken by the churches themselves. While Bethel’s proximity to its cemetery gives the 
church easier access for upkeep, Old Bethel’s lies within an area that has not been 
developed since 1850 and will likely never be. Old Bethel’s advantage lies in its 
gravesites being situated away from the church itself and has saved the graves from 
church development unlike Bethel’s gravesites.  Because of multiple building campaigns 
throughout Bethel’s history, expansion always moved towards the cemetery grounds. 
Over time, the cemetery grew smaller and smaller, and many parts of stones were 
destroyed or buried. While overall deteriorated conditions of each cemeteries’ stones are 
present, in one case the deterioration is caused by neglect.  In Bethel’s case the conditions 
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present tell of relocation and other disturbances, likely at the hand of machinery and 
equipment part of building campaigns. 
 
Overall Cleanliness:  
Most of Bethel’s stones fall into the light soiling or moderate soiling, biological 
growth categories. Only two stones fall under the clean/no soiling category, and these 
stone happen to be polished granite. Because it is hard for particles or biological growth 
to hold on to a polished surface, the polished surface sometimes acts as a potential barrier 
against soiling and biological growth. Most dark and heavy soiling stones come from 
ledger stones that lay flat on the ground. They are more susceptible to dirt, biological 
growth, and animal intervention.  
Old Bethel is located in an area with unique soil composition (see cemetery 
condition section in Chapter Five). An open layout of graves not surrounded by 
buildings, walls, streets, and vegetation can have a major impact on how debris reaches 
the stone. Acid rain seems to have affected concrete stones with staining as well. Stones 
have never been cleaned at Old Bethel because of the cost. Only routine groundskeeping 
is paid for. Because of its lack of cleaning abilities, the stones at Old Bethel show their 
age not only through the dates inscribed on them, but through their state of soiling as 






Roughly 50% of stones in Bethel are cracked. Most of the stones are made from 
19th century marble, it is surprising that more stones are not cracked. Marble is a stone 
that degrades very easily if not taken care of properly. Weathering and erosion can affect 
the stone in negative ways causing it to easily crack. Unattached stones include 
headstones that have either fallen over due to weather and deterioration or have altered by 
visitors. While most of these stones lay in a way that the front inscription is face up, some 
lay face down and are illegible.   
Ledger stones and stones that have fallen or been altered are most affected by 
encroaching plants. Because of routine maintenance, grass is usually the only vegetation 
that impedes the stone. Unfortunately, there are some stones were grass has started to 
grow on top covering parts of the stone in biological growth.  
Approximately 89% of the stones located in Old Bethel’s cemetery have 
encroaching plants and are sunken and/or tilted. Because of the cemetery’s soil (see 
cemetery conditions section), sunken and/or tilted stones are extremely common. Stones 
as new as 2018 have started to tilt and sink. Leaning is also caused by the unique soil of 
the cemetery. Very few stones are cracked, loose, or broken. The one unattached stone 
was taken off its base and never returned. It now leans upside down against its base with 
its pins that connect it to the base slowly rusting. 
It can be seen that the number of stones in Old Bethel outnumber the stones in 
Bethel that are sunken/tilted, leaning, or encroached by plants. This again is because of 
poor soil conditions and maintenance at Old Bethel. On the other hand, Bethel has higher 
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numbers within the portions missing, broken, and cracked categories. This can be 
explained through the age of Bethel’s cemetery along with their attitude and treatment of 
the gravesites versus their willingness to expand and build on top of congregants’ graves, 
damaging the markers present. 
There were several slight distinctions between the cemeteries which show some 
distinction but aren’t clear in what we should interpret about the differences between the 
congregations.  These characteristics include inscription placement, age, and gender. 
 
Patterns Documented in the Stones at Old Bethel and Bethel  
Of the characteristics surveyed for the grave markers at Bethel and Old Bethel 
cemeteries, one feature (cardinal direction) is completely consistent at the two 
cemeteries; five features (surface texture, material, marker type, inscription condition, 
and gravestone dimensions) are distinct between the two cemeteries, but are best 
explained as changes in the material culture overtime; seven characteristics (cemetery 
conditions, gravestone dates, iconography, secondary markers, integrity of original 
marker location, overall cleanliness, and overall condition) demonstrate slight differences 
between the two cemeteries during the overlap period. Overall, patterns in the 
characteristics of markers are only small differences between Bethel and Old Bethel 
cemeteries. However, when comparing the features under a closer lens, the two 
cemeteries can be distinguished. These findings show that while some aspects of the 
cemeteries can be attributed to time period of activity others can be attributed to 
differences within the congregations themselves. 
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The characteristic that are most visible and aid in interpreting the two cemeteries 
are: cemetery condition, iconography versus text, marker size, and secondary 
markers/grave goods. Because of Bethel’s cemetery proximity to the church, the overall 
maintenance of the cemetery and stones are in fair condition. Old Bethel’s cemetery is 
located three miles north of the church. The maintenance of the cemetery is upkept for 
ease of access only. Iconography is more prevalent in Old Bethel’s cemetery where 
inscriptions of long text are more prevalent in Bethel’s cemetery. This speaks highly to 
the difference of preferences between the two congregations.   
Bethel’s gravestones are larger than Old Bethel’s. The size of the stone in the 19th 
century showed how wealthy that individual and/or their family was. Around the mid 
20th century, size could not help in the identification of someone’s wealth because of the 
standardization of gravestones by this time. Because most of Old Bethel’s congregants 
were interred in 1960 and forward, many of their gravestones are standardized. 
Secondary markers are only found in Old Bethel. Many are left on newer graves by 
family as a gift to the departed. Because of the time period of activity for Bethel’s 
cemetery, the newest grave is from 1953. Most likely all family members of the interred 
have passed away or relocated. Whether these differences are the cause of ease of access, 
financial status, racial tensions and divides, or culture and heritage, it is hard to say.  
The importance of this research is documenting the tangible artifacts, such as the 
cemeteries, before they are lost to time. Cemeteries give us information about ordinary 
people including their spouses and age, death of their children, military service, religion, 
and indirectly their social and financial status. Ironically, this information is conveyed 
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through specialized material cultural objects – grave markers. We can learn some things 
about people’s life and culture through their death.   
This more nuanced interpretation and analysis of Bethel and Old Bethel’s 
cemeteries by exploring the gravesite monuments, and maintenance conditions of the 
cemetery, has shown intentional reflections of attitudes toward the graves of their 
congregation members as well as attitudes over time due to time period of activity. It 
shows that these choices are small or slight, given the context of an industrialized process 




Because of Methodism’s appeal to freedmen and the enslaved during its founding, 
people were able to worship more freely compared to other denominations of Christianity 
such as Anglicanism, Baptists, and Catholicism. The comparison of the history between 
the acceptance of African Americans within Christian congregations and the treatment of 
African American church members could expand the study. After this, the process could 
be implemented on a larger scale between different cities and beyond.  
Because of the multiple disturbances of Bethel’s cemeteries due to continued 
building evolutions and the overcrowding and number of markers with multiple names 
inscribed on the stone, GPR on both cemeteries to determine unknown gravesites and 
destroyed gravesites would be a step in the right direction to understand the scope of 
burials present at these two cemeteries. The designing of new plot maps for both Bethel 
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and Old Bethel could help in the documentation of surviving gravesites for generations to 
come. These maps would be of great importance because of Bethel’s past of building 
atop gravesites and Old Bethel’s soil problem that overtime literally swallows stones 
fully.  
Another way to gain insight on both Old Bethel and Bethel’s cemeteries would be 
to do conduct research on mail order tombstones. In the 1900 Fall Sears catalog, 
monuments constructed from Royal Blue Vermont marble were first advertised, ranging 
from small, simple 2-piece marble monuments called markers, starting at about 5 dollars 
to the fairly large 3-piece pillar monuments, topping out at about 27 dollars, plus 
approximately 2 to 6 cents per carved letter for inscription work. By the time the 1902 
Spring catalogue was distributed, an entire memorial department was established, and a 
separate flyer was produced. Sears Roebuck sold cemetery monuments in the general 
catalogs through the fall of 1949.137  
Comparing and contrasting the material, size, cost, and place of origin of mail 
order tombstones used in both cemeteries would allow for greater insight on the 
intangible thoughts of the separate congregations while studying the tangible artifacts that 
they left behind.  
As covered in the lit review, African American burial traditions in the 19th 
century differed greatly from white Christian burial traditions. As time went on, 
generational differences of African diaspora became more prevalent. The education of 
 




black landscape architects and engineers, and consequent exposure to Euro-American 
design aesthetics, resulted in change in cemetery and burial practices within the African 
American community. African American leaders who promoted self-sufficiency 
stimulated the founding of black commercial enterprises and ecumenical cooperative 
ventures such as cemetery associations, burial societies and fraternal organizations. 
This topic was selected because there were thought to be different attitudes in the 
congregation, along racial lines, of how to use the land owned by the church which had 
been a burial ground. The intention was to see how these differences manifested among 
the built environment and tangible artifacts that remained at the site of the burial. The 
symbols and material characteristics of the two congregations were found to be similar, in 
many, respects, with small differences distinguishing the two cemeteries which are not 
only explained by time period of activity in the cemeteries.  If one were to compare the 
findings of this research to the literature about 19th century African American burial 
traditions, it would draw into question some of the established wisdom from literature 
review, instead suggesting that perhaps differences in denominations within the Christian 
tradition, design style over time, and/or affluence of the community has greater impact on 
the way grave sites are memorialized.  
However, we must consider the generational differences of African diaspora and 
apply it towards the findings. While this study would question the established knowledge 
of literature about 19th century African American burials, the context and time period of 
the African American cemetery in this study must be taken into account. Old Bethel’s 
cemetery is primarily active during the 20th and 21st century. Analyzing it through the 
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eyes of those mentioned above instead of those from the 19th century would be more 
appropriate and accurate. 
A significant influence in cemetery design of both black and white cemeteries at 
the turn-of-the-century was the work of black engineer Garnet Baltimore. His view of 
combining aesthetic form with practical function gained popularity nationwide. This 
influence can be seen throughout Old Bethel’s cemetery as it takes on a practical function 
in an opened space as compared to Bethel’s cemetery which resides downtown next to 
the church itself. The identity of the cemeteries themselves have shown through. 
Understanding if and how memorials and gravesites vary based on racial identity 
is a timely pursuit. With the social unrest in the United States today, the understanding of 
the impact African Americans have had on our country has become a major topic of 
interest across all fields. Within the preservation field, the strides to protect and preserve 
the heritage and memory of these people has come to the forefront. Unfortunately, much 
of the built history of African Americans has been forgotten or lost due to the traditional 
valuing of buildings reflecting upper echelons of society, from which African Americans 
were systematically excluded and exploited. Though also experiencing loss of fabric over 
time, cemeteries can be rich sources of history. 
The preservation of the history and culture of African Americans, so often 
considered ordinary people to the historic record, may have been overlooked in their 
lifetime in terms of contributing to the historic record, but they are memorialized after 
their death. As shown through the research of this thesis, intangible heritage and artifacts 
are not always as easily accessible for the African American community as they are for 
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the white community, if they exist anymore. The lack of documentation of intangible 
artifacts of African American communities is inexcusable, but the way to understand 
their lives and culture is to study the tangible artifacts that have survived. These tangible 
artifacts, many times, come in the form of cemeteries. This is why African American and 
other underrepresented people’s cemeteries are important, and sometimes only surviving 
resources that can be documented. Development in the United States is skyrocketing and 
unfortunately cemeteries, especially African American ones, are being targeted because 
of their lack protection from citizens, historians, preservationists, and the government. 
While it is unfeasible to save all cemeteries, documenting them allows the cemeteries 
legacy to live on. 
This study and these findings only reinforce to preservationists that some of the 
remaining tangible fabric is not as clear or differentiated as first thought and 
understanding if and how memorials and gravesites vary based on racial identity is a 
timely pursuit.  
This would be a valuable contribution to historic preservation as the field is 
striving to understand the built environment and the artifacts from groups of people 
(especially underrepresented groups) in terms of values, priorities and meaning.   
Therefore, documentation of social and cultural history along with the documentation of 
the built environment that contains tangible artifacts such as cemeteries and gravestones 
is pertinent to our duty as preservations to preserve for future generations. The 
importance of documentation of gravesites not only invokes a sense of caring for culture, 


























































Last Name First Name Middle Name Birth Date Death Date Age Sex Gravestone Date
Calder Ann Eliza 5/25/1842 5/19/1859 16 F 19th
Barnes Mary 8/1850 65 F 19th
Barnes Thomas 2/21/1853 40 M 19th
Benoist Elizabeth O 11/1/1894 17 F 19th
Bowles Ann 9/19/1816 50 F 19th
Hudgins Elliott W 6/26/1886 5 months M 19th
Steinmeyer John Frederick 12/20/1807 8/5/1894 86 M 19th
Steinmeyer Margaret 6/28/1811 10/14/1884 73 F 19th
Steinmeyer Julia L 3/12/1833 12/6/1886 53 F 19th
F S B 7/31/1885 19th
Bateman C D 9/22/1889 61 M 19th
Bateman Rebecca Jane 10/24/1882 F 19th
Bateman Rebecca Jane 1/22/1856 11/21/1875 19 F 19th
Fleming, D.DWilliam H 1/1/1821 4/16/1877 56 M 19th
Pelzer Francis J 4/19/1826 3/31/16 89 M 20th
Pelzer Eliza Ford 8/20/1838 1/12/20 81 F 20th
Pelzer Sarah Ann 6/15/1831 10/10/1872 41 F 19th
Seignious Sarah Ann 8/17/1872 2/18/1874 1 F 19th
Pelzer Hannah Maria 10/10/1793 4/11/1874 81 F 19th
Pelzer Edmond Arnold 5/13/1880 2/27/1881 9 months M 19th
Wescoat Sarah Lillian 2/28/1868 11/8/1876 8 F 19th
Wescoat Eva Thomasine 11/28/1875 11/3/1876 11 months F 19th
Harper Rev. Sidi Browne 11/16/1875 3/4/22 46 M 20th
Muckenfuss James Jordan 10/7/1879 9/3/1881 29 M 19th
Muckenfuss Mary L. Vernon 12/16/1844 6/17/1884 39 F 19th
Muckenfuss Wesley G 12/17/1839 4/13/13 73 M 20th
Reeder Mellicent D 10/11/1839 8/25/09 69 F 20th
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Last Name First Name Middle Name Birth Date Death Date Age Sex Gravestone Date
Reeder Louisa M 11/23/1814 2/26/1884 69 F 19th
Smith Minnie Louisa 11/10/1870 1/3/1883 12 F 19th
Reeder Manning B 11/17/1811 2/25/1871 59 M 19th
Reeder Thomas Henry 12/1/1844 7/27/1864 19 M 19th
Davis Olin B 10/30/1841 12/9/1866 15 M 19th
Burnham Elizabeth H 1/19/1872 30 F 19th
Muckenfuss Charles H 10/25/1835 6/13/14 78 M 20th
Muckenfuss Rosa Mary 10/9/1835 11/2/1881 46 F 19th
Muckenfuss Charles Benjamin 2/24/1861 1/13/1877 15 M 19th
Muckenfuss B S.D 9/11/1810 12/19/1897 87 M 19th
Steinmeyer Adolph B 2/7/1831 7/21/00 69 M 20th
Crietzberg Anna 1821 1872 51 F 19th
Muckenfuss Louisa Antoinette 1/3/1812 10/12/1873 61 F 19th
Burnham Anna L.O. 3/13/1872 21 F 19th
Muckenfuss William Capers 9/19/1843 7/28/1862 18 M 19th
Pelzer George Stephen 1822 1894 72 M 20th
Pelzer Harriet Ann White 1837 1883 45 F 20th
Pelzer Rosa Ellen 1870 1903 33 F 20th
Pelzer Hallie 1868 1941 73 F 20th
Smith Charles 9/9/1823 5/13/1854 31 M 19th
Steinmeyer Anna Catherine 9/18/1841 7/26/1899 57 F 19th
Steinmeyer Ellen Amelia 10/21/1871 23 F 19th
Steinmeyer Mary Louisa 1/20/1864 28 F 19th
Moore Lizze 3/10/1871 6 months F 19th
Steinmeyer Margaret Christina 8/12/1839 10/12/1854 14 F 19th
Steinmeyer William Frederick 11/20/1853 5/11/1854 5 months M 19th
Steinmeyer Ernest A 1866 1877 11 M 19th
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Last Name First Name Middle Name Birth Date Death Date Age Sex Gravestone Date
Warren Mary Elizabeth 10/10/1855 1.5 F 19th
Warren Annie A 1/12/32 F 20th
Colson Elizabeth R 2/11/1828 12/16/1893 65 F 19th
Warren Eva Lee 9/17/1893 26 F 19th
Jackson Mary S.S 12/19/1802 6/28/1877 74 F 19th
Seyle Charles C 7/2/1823 2/10/1880 56 M 19th
Furchess Elizabeth 11/14/1788 12/6/1858 70 F 19th
Just George 7/9/1853 70 M 19th
Just Margaret 1/20/1794 1/16/1871 66 F 19th
Brown Jane 12/25/1832 62 F 19th
Russell Eliza 5/30/1828 F 19th
Furchess II John 8/3/1821 6 M 19th
Furchess Kennedy W 5/9/1825 13 M 19th
Hunt Capt. Joseph 1/12/1822 45 M 19th
Hunt Mary P 5/10/1814 43 F 19th
Hunt Joseph 8/20/1806 5 months M 19th
Hunt II Joseph 3/14/1808 9 months M 19th
Price William 5/7/1802 11.5 M 19th
Kennedy Ann Matilda 6/21/1834 36 F 19th
Sewell Thomas Fletcher 9/18/1822 6/25/1836 13 M 19th
Sewell Eliza 8/30/1841 42 F 19th
Postell Rev. John G 4/8/1841 29 M 19th
Heron Sarah 11/12/1835 34 F 19th
McDowell John 12/28/1820 62 M 19th
McDowell Barbara 6/18/1806 48 F 19th
Murrah Martha Vernon 6/17/1832 20 F 19th
Murrah Lovick Pierce 9/15/1832 11 months M 19th
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Last Name First Name Middle Name Birth Date Death Date Age Sex Gravestone Date
Talley Ivy Elizabeth 8/25/1829 9 F 19th
Forster Eliza Ann 39 F 19th
Forster Louisa Caroline 18 F 19th
Forster Emma F 6 months F 19th
Forster Julius A 11 months M 19th
Bird William 10/18/1794 8/21/1878 83 M 19th
Cooper Rev. Urban 10/8/1817 27 M 19th
Rumph Rev. Jacob 9/11/1812 35 M 19th
Zealy Joseph 5/26/1860 60 M 19th
Groning Hannah 9/26/1841 57 F 19th
Morgan Rev. Asbury 8/25/1797 9/25/1828 31 M 19th
Watters William 8/10/1801 65 M 19th
Fitzgerald Henry T 8/19/1819 M 19th
King James 1798 M 18th
Jones John N 7/16/1798 M 18th
Warnken Lavinia C 5/8/1853 41 F 19th
Warnken Henry Gerhard 2/11/1854 9 months M 19th
Thackman Thomas Joseph 8/29/1856 1 M 19th
Winn Sarah Harriet 2/7/1827 23 F 19th
Mason Elizabeth M 3/23/1812 18 F 19th
Stattler George 2/4/1799 25 M 18th
Mood Catherine 7/22/1798 1/31/1857 58 F 19th
McNeil Eve Catherine 1/16/1816 76 F 19th
Mood Rev. John 1/11/1792 3/1/1864 68 M 19th
Speisegger L P 3/11/1813 2/29/1872 58 M 19th
Speisegger Agnes C 2/16/1814 3/30/1895 81 F 19th
Prior Seth Thornton 8/23/1851 7 M 19th
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Last Name First Name Middle Name Birth Date Death Date Age Sex Gravestone Date
Mood Emily Andrew 9/28/1854 6/28/1870 15 F 19th
Mood James Just 5/24/1860 12/27/1869 9 M 19th
Mood Catherine Francis 8/6/1858 3 F 19th
Phynney Joseph D 10/28/1862 35 M 19th
Burns David Marshall 8/25/1829 11/9/1897 68 M 19th
Burns Lavinia A 1/9/1825 2/24/05 80 F 20th
Prior Seth 1/24/1813 5/24/1871 58 M 19th
Prior Rebecca 2/22/1814 4/22/1889 75 F 19th
Ward Mary 4/13/1856 F 19th
Veronee T W M 20th
Veronee Adeline F 20th
Prior Julia 10/12/1854 10 F 19th
Vinro Norbert 7/4/1856 M 19th
Vinro Sarah F 19th
Moore Elizabeth M 10/26/1861 65 F 19th
Penington Susannah Mills 8/20/1877 F 19th
Shecut… Susannah 12/15/1892 F 19th
Traxler David 6/2/1856 40.5 M 19th
Traxler Evenna 12/11/1855 7/9/1857 1.5 F 19th
Traxler Sophronia 2/5/1848 11/8/1848 9 months F 19th
Traxler Louisa 11/3/1846 1/14/1848 1 F 19th
Traxler Cassandra 5/5/1845 5/7/1849 4 F 19th
Capers Francis W 8/8/1819 1/12/1892 72 M 19th
Stewart Eleanor Julia 4/18/1860 5/5/01 61 F 20th
Stewart Simon Verdier 11/25/1856 5/21/1897 40 M 19th
Roberson Mary Ann 5/31/1818 F 19th
Pelzer Sarah Louisa 11/3/1877 4/17/53 75 F 20th
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Notes Height (in) Width (in) Depth (in) Surface Texture
51 25 2 Smooth
Dual Headstone 72 26 Smooth
Dual Headstone 72 26 Smooth
Dual Headstone 72 26 Smooth
Dual Headstone 72 26 Smooth
8.5 12 4 Smooth
72 22.5 6 Smooth
72 22.5 6 Smooth
43 20 Smooth
13 14 3 Smooth
70 21 5 Smooth
70 21.5 5 Smooth
75 22 5 Smooth
48 24 8 Smooth
Dual Headstone 108 24 24 Smooth
Dual Headstone 108 24 24 Smooth
108 24 24 Smooth
43 16 4.5 Smooth
65 24 5 Smooth





Dual Headstone 48 28 14 Smooth
Dual Headstone 48 28 14 Smooth
35 16 Smooth
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58 24 4 Smooth
48 23 Smooth
48 24 10 Smooth
60 24 10 Smooth
45 22.5 Smooth
55 22 7 Smooth
48 21.5 3 Smooth




Dual Headstone 72 34.5 8 Polished
Dual Headstone 72 34.5 8 Polished
Dual Headstone 72 34.5 8 Polished
Dual Headstone 72 34.5 8 Polished





































Notes Height (in) Width (in) Depth (in) Surface Texture
32 13 Smooth
28 20 6 Smooth
24 27 Smooth
40 20 9 Smooth
52 24 4 Smooth




50 24 2 Smooth
54 24 2 Smooth
Dual Headstone 40 22.5 1.5 Smooth
Dual Headstone 40 22.5 1.5 Smooth
Dual Headstone 56 29 3.5 Smooth
Dual Headstone 56 29 3.5 Smooth
Dual Headstone 56 29 3.5 Smooth
Dual Headstone 56 29 3.5 Smooth
16 15.5 3 Smooth
68 32 Smooth
38 18.5 2 Smooth
68 32 Smooth
38.5 19.5 2 Smooth
96 21 21 Smooth
72 34 Smooth
72 34 Smooth
Dual Headstone 72 32 Smooth
Dual Headstone 72 32 Smooth
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Notes Height (in) Width (in) Depth (in) Surface Texture
62 28 Smooth
Dual Headstone 46 24 2 Smooth
Dual Headstone 46 24 2 Smooth
Dual Headstone 46 24 2 Smooth







Dual Headstone 105 22 22 Smooth
Dual Headstone 105 22 22 Smooth
Dual Headstone 105 22 22 Smooth
Dual Headstone 105 22 22 Smooth
Dual Headstone 48 22 Smooth
Dual Headstone 48 22 Smooth
36 15 Smooth
48 20 Smooth
44 18.5 2 Smooth
35 28.5 2.5 Smooth
72 36 36 Smooth







































Dual Headstone 16 56 Smooth
Dual Headstone 16 56 Smooth
Dual Headstone 48 24 Smooth
Dual Headstone 48 24 Smooth
40 12 Smooth
Dual Headstone 12 42 6 Polished
Dual Headstone 12 42 6 Polished
28 12 Smooth
Dual Headstone 56 24 Smooth




Dual Headstone 36 7.5 7.5 Smooth
Dual Headstone 36 7.5 7.5 Smooth
Dual Headstone 36 7.5 7.5 Smooth
Dual Headstone 36 7.5 7.5 Smooth
Dual Headstone 36 7.5 7.5 Smooth
12 24 4 Smooth
14.5 23 6 Polished
14.5 23 6 Polished
46 21 2 Smooth
Dual Headstone 108 24 24 Smooth
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Marker Type Inscription Condition
Headstone/relief carving Mostly decipherable
Ledger stone Mostly decipherable
Ledger stone Mostly decipherable
Ledger stone Mostly decipherable/traces
Ledger stone Mostly decipherable/traces
Headstone Clear but worm/Illegible or destroyed
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn
Headstone Mostly decipherable
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn




Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone/relief carving Mostly decipherable
Headstone/relief carving Mostly decipherable
Headstone/relief carving Mostly decipherable
Headstone Mostly decipherable
Headstone Mostly decipherable
Headstone Illegible or destroyed
Headstone Illegible or destroyed
Marker/relief carving Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Marker/relief carving Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Headstone Clear but worn/Illegible or destroyed
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Marker Type Inscription Condition
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Headstone Illegible or destroyed
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn
Ledger stone Clear but worn
Headstone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Headstone/relief carving Mostly decipherable
Headstone/cradle/relief carving Clear but worn
Headstone Mint
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn
Headstone Mint
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn
Ledger stone/marker Clear but worn
Ledger stone/marker Clear but worn
Ledger stone/marker Clear but worn
Ledger stone/marker Clear but worn
Obelisk Mostly decipherable
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn
Headstone/relief carving Mostly decipherable
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn
Headstone/relief carving Mostly decipherable
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone Mostly decipherable
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Marker Type Inscription Condition
Headstone/relief carving Mostly decipherable
Headstone Mint
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone/relief carving Mostly decipherable
Headstone Mostly decipherable
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone Clear but worn
Ledger stone Mostly decipherable





Headstone/footstone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Headstone/footstone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Headstone/footstone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Headstone/footstone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Headstone Mostly decipherable
Ledger stone Mostly decipherable
Ledger stone Mostly decipherable/traces
Ledger stone Mostly decipherable/traces
Headstone Clear but worn
Obelisk Mostly decipherable
Ledger stone Clear but worn
Ledger stone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Ledger stone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Ledger stone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
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Marker Type Inscription Condition
Headstone Illegible or destroyed
Headstone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Headstone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Headstone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Headstone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Ledger stone Clear but worn
Ledger stone Clear but worn
Ledger stone Clear but worn
Headstone Clear but worn
Ledger stone Mostly decipherable
Ledger stone Clear but worn
Obelisk Traces/Illegible or destroyed
Obelisk Traces/Illegible or destroyed
Obelisk Traces/Illegible or destroyed
Obelisk Traces/Illegible or destroyed
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone Mostly decipherable/traces
Ledger stone Traces/Illegible or destroyed
Headstone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Headstone/relief carving Mostly decipherable
Box tomb Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Headstone Traces/Illegible or destroyed
Ledger stone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone/relief carving Mostly decipherable/traces
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Marker Type Inscription Condition
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone Clear but worn
Box tomb Illegible or destroyed
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone Clear but worn




Headstone Clear but worn/mostly decipherable
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn
Headstone/relief carving Clear but worn
Headstone Clear but worn
Headstone Clear but worn
Obelisk Clear but worn
Obelisk Clear but worn
Obelisk Clear but worn
Obelisk Clear but worn
Obelisk Clear but worn


































Inscription Placement Material Orientation Original Location
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E N
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble/Granite E Y
Front/Front Marble/Granite E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
None/none Marble E N
None/none Marble E N
Front/Front Granite E Y
Front/Front Granite E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
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Inscription Placement Material Orientation Original Location
Front/Front Marble E Y
None/none Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/none Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/None Granite E Y
Front/None Granite E Y
Front/None Granite E Y
Front/None Granite E Y
Front, back, & sides/none Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
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Inscription Placement Material Orientation Original Location
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Slate E Y
Front/None Slate E Y
Front/None Slate E Y
Front/None Slate E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front, back, & sides/none Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
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Inscription Placement Material Orientation Original Location
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front, back, & sides/None Marble E Y
Front, back, & sides/None Marble E Y
Front, back, & sides/None Marble E Y
Front, back, & sides/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Slate E Y
Top & sides/none Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
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Inscription Placement Material Orientation Original Location
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
None/none Brick/concrete E Y
Front/Front & top Marble E Y
Front/Front & top Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Granite E Y
Front/None Granite E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front, back, & sides/none Marble E Y
Front, back, & sides/none Marble E Y
Front, back, & sides/none Marble E Y
Front, back, & sides/none Marble E Y
Front, back, & sides/none Marble E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/None Granite E Y
Front/None Granite E Y
Front/None Marble E Y
Front/Front Marble/Granite E Y
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Dark soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Light soiling
Dark soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
Angel Dark soiling, biological growth
Flowers/bible Light soiling
Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
Flowers Dark soiling, biological growth
Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
Flowers Heavy soiling and staining
Flowers Dark soiling, biological growth
Flowers Dark soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth
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Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
Cross & Crown Light soiling
Flowers/draped stone Light soiling
Flowers Dark soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth






Heavy soiling and staining
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth




Moderate soiling, biological growth
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Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining
Flowers Light soiling
Light soiling
Flowers Dark soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Cross/flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
Willow & Urn Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Light soiling/staining
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Draped Urn Moderate soiling, biological growth
Draped Urn Moderate soiling, biological growth
Draped Urn Moderate soiling, biological growth
Draped Urn Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth

































Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth




Dark soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Cherub/flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Light soiling
Lamb Moderate soiling, biological growth
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Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth









Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth











Moderate soiling, biological growth
Flowers Moderate soiling, biological growth
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Encroaching plants/sunken stone/ cracked None
Encroaching plants/sunken stone/ cracked None
Sunken/tilted stones/portions missing/broken None

































Overall Condition Secondary Markers
Encroaching plants/sunken stone/ cracked None
Encroaching plants/sunken stone None
Encroaching plants/sunken stone/ cracked None
Encroaching plants/sunken stone/ cracked None
Cracked None








Encroaching plants/sunken stone/broken/cracked None






Encroaching plants/portions missing None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/portions missing None
Foundation visible/unattached None
































Overall Condition Secondary Markers
Broken/unattached None
None






















































Overall Condition Secondary Markers















Encroaching plants/broken/cracked/unattached/portions missing None
Encroaching plants/broken/cracked/unattached/portions missing None
Encroaching plants/foundation visible/broken/crack/unattached/portion missing None






Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stone/broken/cracked None
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Overall Condition Secondary Markers
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None




Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/cracked None
None
None


















Last Name First Name Middle Name Birth Date Death Date Age Sex Gravestone Date
Allen Mary Gardner 5/18/1893 12/22/58 65 F 20th
Bennett Dora Mitchell 11/25/1894 10/28/92 97 F 20th
Bennett Sr. John Timothy 8/22/1887 7/7/60 76 M 20th
Bennett Nathaniel Paul 8/22/66 1/30/94 27 M 20th
Black Rosa Davis 6/17/1877 4/7/64 86 F 20th
Brightman Etta Mitchell 11/19/07 3/20/01 93 F 21st
Brown Bernard H 10/14/55 11/26/88 23 M 20th
Brown Ernest 1938 1979 41 M 20th
Brown Helen J 5/5/30 2/5/95 64 F 20th
Brown Martha A. Castle 2/5/1835 6/27/21 86 F 20th
Brown Richard 2/5/36 2/6/18 82 M 21st
Burroughs Rev. Edward Butler 9/30/1862 6/6/19 56 M 20th
Burroughs Emma Belton 1865 4/28/43 77 F 20th
Burroughs Gordon Wilson 9/6/1899 3/31/21 21 M 20th
Burroughs Hattie Marie 9/1890 May of 1985 4.5 F 20th
Canty Eugene 12/20/11 3/18/80 78 M 20th
Chase Joseph 1868 3/17/44 76 M 20th
Clark Septima Poinsette 5/3/1898 12/15/87 89 F 20th
Davis Jr. James 9/10/31 1/10/69 57 M 20th
Duncan Jr. Claudius St. Julien 1917 1994 77 M 20th
Duncan Sr. Claudius St. Julien 4/17/1886 1958 72 M 20th
Duncan Hester Davis 6/6/1888 5/9/30 41 F 20th
Ernst Albert G 1903 3/21/42 39 M 20th
Evans Alvin Lawrence 11/10/32 5/27/98 65 M 20th
Fernandez Sgt Thomas B 5/14/38 4/2/73 34 M 20th
Frasier Anthony O'Neil 12/2/69 7/31/88 18 M 20th
Gadsden Mildred Coleman 11/7/13 9/19/58 44 F 20th
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Last Name First Name Middle Name Birth Date Death Date Age Sex Gravestone Date
Gladden Mathena 7/25/01 F 21st
Gregg Adeline P 10/26/17 12/27/00 83 F 21st
Gregg Sr. John E 1/9/15 5/1/99 84 M 20th
Gregg Rosemary 11/22/44 8/1/64 19 F 20th
Harleston Genevieve Beatrice Bryan 2/16/19 12/16/86 67 F 20th
Harleston Huldah H. Lindsay 1884 3/27/44 60 F 20th
Harleston James 1881 1/19/26 45 M 20th
Harleston James H.B. 1/19/19 1/30/80 61 M 20th
Deas Mabel W 5/26/03 11/29/00 97 F 21st
Horry Janie E 3/8/1888 6/11/65 77 F 20th
Horry Philip H 6/13/1885 4/29/48 62 M 20th
Jackson Rosa L 5/26/1880 10/5/57 77 F 20th
Jenkins Annie W 3/28/03 1/21/83 79 F 20th
Jenkins Elizabeth O 4/25/22 5/18/86 64 F 20th
Johnson Theresa 12/17/39 6/3/10 70 F 21st
Jones Earl Alonzo 6/29/42 1/26/62 19 M 20th
Jones Sr. Herbert A 4/2/30 9/10/99 69 M 20th
Jones Leon H 3/1/1895 1/23/75 79 M 20th
Jones Ruth B. Twine 11/14/06 12/10/62 56 F 20th
Jones III Dr. Samuel H 12/18/35 1/21/01 65 M 21st
Twine Philippa 4/24/1854 4/24/29 75 F 20th
Orr Ida B. Jones 3/28/1885 9/9/84 99 F 20th
Lindsay Carrie H 1882 10/8/43 61 F 20th
Lindsay Pierce 7/15/1859 6/4/23 63 M 20th
Mack Elizabeth 8/10/13 9/18/52 39 F 20th
Manigault Alma E. Dickincon 4/14/1881 3/14/41 59 F 20th
Manigault Bernice Evelyn 1918 1/25/46 28 F 20th
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Last Name First Name Middle Name Birth Date Death Date Age Sex Gravestone Date
Manigault Bessie L. Mills 12/28/1892 10/3/43 50 F 20th
Manigault Ella Hutchinson 4/3/50 F 20th
Manigault Henry 4/6/17 1956 39 M 20th
Manigault Mollie V. Steward 5/6/1862 3/1/37 74 F 20th
Manigault Vincent M 3/7/15 3/18/58 43 M 20th
Matthews Julia R 11/15/1875 11/22/60 85 F 20th
Matthews Victoria Ferguson 5/25/12 5/11/73 60 F 20th
Maybank Pheobe M 9/5/38 10/8/73 35 F 20th
Mazyck Viola Pierce Williamson11/24/1895 11/24/55 60 F 20th
McGill Izetta Pierce 1/7/1895 1/23/64 69 F 20th
Meares Anna Jackson 4/25/14 8/9/78 64 F 20th
Melrose Samuel 12/5/1879 5/11/60 80 M 20th
Myers Roger 5/14/50 4/5/04 53 M 21st
Nesbit Ruth Duncan 12/6/11 3/16/08 96 F 21st
Patterson Julia 1873 11/15/13 40 F 20th
Pierce Marie Gardner 12/5/1896 12/24/63 67 F 20th
Pinckney Janie 7/14/1886 5/29/67 80 F 20th
Pinckney John 1878 5/20/43 65 M 20th
Poinsette Lorene Rosetta 12/31/11 1/29/88 76 F 20th
Poinsette Peter Porcher 1849 1927 78 M 20th
Poinsette Victoria Anderson 1883 2/3/51 68 F 20th
Reaties David C 12/1/24 2/7/79 55 M 20th
Reaties Pearline B. Posey 1/24/25 7/25/12 87 F 21st
Robinson Juanita Manigualt 1/7/11 11/17/87 76 F 20th
Rose Elizabeth M. Hughes 1868 1/15/31 63 F 20th
Rutledge Alma Blanche 1923 2012 89 F 21st
Rutledge Flossie F 10/28/1895 2/23/89 94 F 20th
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Last Name First Name Middle Name Birth Date Death Date Age Sex Gravestone Date
Sease Edward C 3/26/1880 8/1/52 72 M 20th
Sease Geneva Burroughs 1892 11/28/33 41 F 20th
Sharp Julia L. Swinton 11/27/1885 7/20/63 77 F 20th
Swinton Susan Holloway 11/2/1871 10/28/53 81 F 20th
Swinton William H 10/4/1899 9/25/24 24 M 20th
Washington Sally Simmons 1887 11/28/39 52 F 20th
Weston Etta L. Lindsay 1892 5/20/49 57 F 20th
Weston George H 1896 1/26/33 37 M 20th
Wigfall Caroline 2/2/1880 11/7/62 82 F 20th
Wigfall Prosper F 11/14/1882 12/27/28 46 M 20th
Williamson Vivian M 1900 1952 52 F 20th
Wragg Marguerite Duncan 7/30/19 8/18/90 71 F 20th
Wragg Sr. William Andrew 1/18/20 12/14/92 72 M 20th
Johnson Emily Gertrude 4/18/52 F 20th
Ladson Zoury M
Brown John M
Brown Evelyn 6/28/1878 6/24/58 79 F 20th
Brown Naomi W 12/5/35 5/13/05 69 F 21st
Harleston Eleanor 2/22/28 2/13/90 61 F 21st
Harleston Emmett 1/18/23 7/13/03 80 M 21st
Lindsay
Lindsay 1866 2/11/26 60 F 20th
Lindsay Robert 10/8/1861 5/24/23 61 M 20th
De Lesline Ethel Rollerson 1/1/1884 5/30/50 66 F 20th
Crapers Virginia K 12/29/39 6/13/07 67 F 21st
Washington Ernestine 1926 2018 92 F 21st
Middleton Mary P F
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Last Name First Name Middle Name Birth Date Death Date Age Sex Gravestone Date
Middleton J. Barnett M
Middleton Hattie A F
Middleton Sarah E F
Jones M Cross - Loving father
Jenkins Evola 9/16/51 10/12/72 21 F 20th
Connor Arthur A 7/11/11 4/11/66 54 M 20th
Connor Lou Ella M 2/19/1895 2/14/64 68 F 20th
Fielding Julius 1890 M 19th
Fielding Dorothy 6/28/22 3/5/39 16 F 20th
Simmon Bertha 11/8/1897 2/1/73 75 F 20th
Roper Margaret 1/26/1874 10/9/29 55 F 20th
Gadsen Henry 1910 6/28/05 95 M 21st
Brown Sadie 1906 1993 87 F 20th
No name
No name - military M
Brown Jr. Benjamin 1954 2005 51 M 21st
Fludd John P 7/23/1847 9/2/17 70 M 20th
Flemming Elizabeth 1926 2004 78 F 21st
Nelson Christopher M
Crawford Joanna 1/12/1879 6/11/56 77 F 20th
Crawford Sarah 1/25/1876 1/6/67 90 F 20th
Gregg 21st
Capers Josephine 5/6/06 F 20th
Capers Isaac 4/17/18?? M 20th
Williams Celia 6/6/1891 2/18/81 89 F 20th
Brown Dolly 8/15/1876 2/4/47 70 F 20th
Sherald Alma Motte 11/28/09 11/7/54 44 F 20th
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Last Name First Name Middle Name Birth Date Death Date Age Sex Gravestone Date
Emanuel Wilhelmina 2/9/1887 2/6/69 81 F 20th
Mckinney John Lucius 5/20/21 7/26/15 94 M 21st
Mckinney Lottie Richardson 3/10/1886 8/20/76 90 F 21st
Mckinney Andrea Lucious 12/21/82 1/4/83 14 days F 20th
Jenkins Oliver 6/8/00 M 20th
Jenkins Jr. Oliver 1923 1941 18 M 20th
Washington Louise 1897 1980 83 F 20th
V Lula F
Mack Bertha 4/22/09 F 20th
No name - military M
Brown Sr. John 1/1/07 1/14/77 70 M 20th
Washington Margaret 2/5/31 12/5/18 87 F 21st
Brightman Margaret 6/28/28 6/23/14 85 F 21st
Nesbit Sr. H 1912 1985 73 M 20th
Black Jos. M
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Notes Height (in) Width (in) Depth (in) Surface Texture
32 13 4 Smooth
22 23 4.5 Polished
22 23 4.5 Polished
22 23 4.5 Polished
27 12 4 Polished




32 16 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 24 24 6.5 Polished
Dual Headstone 28.5 46 8.5 Smooth
Dual Headstone 28.5 46 8.5 Smooth
24 14 2 Smooth
12 24 Smooth
21.5 13 4 Smooth
31 13 4 Smooth
32 48 8 Smooth
12 24 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 12 24 Polished
Dual Headstone 12 24 Polished
12 24 Polished
8 16 1 Smooth
13 26 Smooth
16 28 Smooth
20 29 6.5 Polished
84 24 Smooth
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13 18 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 20 4 6.5 Polished
Dual Headstone 18 24 6 Polished
Dual Headstone 18 24 6 Polished
Dual Headstone 20 4 6.5 Polished
19 19 6 Polished
Dual Headstone 18 17 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 18 17 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 22 16 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 22 16 4 Polished




Dual Headstone 26 4 8.5 Polished
Dual Headstone 26 4 8.5 Polished
7 22 Smooth
Dual Headstone 26 4 8.5 Polished
Dual Headstone 26 4 8.5 Polished
22 22 6 Smooth
39 20 8 Smooth
36 18.5 4 Smooth
8 24 9 Smooth
Dual Headstone 24 36 9 Polished
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Notes Height (in) Width (in) Depth (in) Surface Texture
34 25 9 Polished
Dual Headstone 24 36 9 Polished
18 13 4 Smooth
24 23 8 Smooth
21 14 7 Smooth
28.5 16 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 24 23 6 Polished
Dual Headstone 24 23 6 Polished
Dual Headstone 23 36 6 Smooth
16 14 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 22 16 4 Smooth
17.5 20 6 Smooth
19 19 4.5 Polished
12 24 Polished
33 18 4 Smooth






29 13 4 Smooth
29 13 4 Smooth
24 18 7 Polished
































Notes Height (in) Width (in) Depth (in) Surface Texture
10.5 24 4 Smooth
16 28 6 Smooth
20 25 6 Smooth
26 22 7 Smooth
26 12 2 Smooth
25 33.5 9.5 Smooth
Dual Headstone 22 42 6.5 Smooth
Dual Headstone 22 42 6.5 Smooth
24 16 6.5 Smooth
44 18 Smooth
Dual Headstone 23 36 6 Smooth
13 25 4 Polished
13 25 4 Polished
67 27 6.5 Smooth
24 12 4 Smooth
24 13 4 Smooth
24 13 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 24 24 6.5 Polished
Dual Headstone 22 25 6.5 Polished
Dual Headstone 22 25 6.5 Polished
28 42 10 Smooth
Dual Headstone 42 18 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 42 18 4 Smooth
24 16 6.5 Smooth
42 34 3.5 Smooth
84 22 Polished
Dual Headstone 48 18 4 Smooth
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Notes Height (in) Width (in) Depth (in) Surface Texture
Dual Headstone 48 18 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 48 18 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 48 18 4 Smooth
Cross - Loving father 60 34 6 Smooth
36 13 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 24 20 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 24 20 4 Smooth
22.5 13 2.5 Smooth
11 16 2 Smooth
26.5 12 3 Smooth




6 13 4 Smooth
84 24 Smooth
21 16 2.5 Smooth
84 28 Smooth
10 13 4 Smooth
26 12 4 Smooth
26 12 4 Smooth
Family heart 24 22 7 Polished
13 12 1.5 Smooth
13 12 1.5 Smooth
18 14 4.5 Smooth
18 14 3 Smooth
26 13 4 Smooth
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No name - military





Notes Height (in) Width (in) Depth (in) Surface Texture
26 13 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 33 13 4 Smooth
Dual Headstone 33 13 4 Smooth
12 24 Polished
11 13 4 Smooth
12 12 1 Smooth
84 30 Rough-hewn
14 20 3 Smooth
41 20 3.5 Smooth
18 12 4 Smooth
29 14 4 Smooth
13 24.5 Polished
































Marker Type Inscription Condition Inscription Placement
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Flushed marker Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Flushed marker Clear but worn Front/None
Ledger stone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Flushed marker Mostly decipherable Front/None




Headstone/cradle Mostly decipherable Front/None
Flushed marker Mostly decipherable Front/None
Military Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front & back/None
Military Headstone/cradle Clear but worn Front/None
Flushed marker Mostly decipherable Front/None
Flushed marker Mostly decipherable Front/None
Flushed marker Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Military Headstone Clear but worn Front/Front
Military Headstone/flushed marker Mint Front/Front
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Ledger stone Clear but worn Front/None
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Marker Type Inscription Condition Inscription Placement
Ledger stone Traces None
Ledger stone None None
Ledger Stone None None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone/cradle Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone/cradle Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone/ Ledger stone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone/Urn Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone/Urn Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Flushed marker Illegible or destroyed Front/None
Headstone/ Ledger stone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Ledger stone None None
Headstone/marker Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone/marker Clear but worn Front/None
Ledger stone None None
Headstone/marker Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone/marker Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone/cradle Mostly decipherable Back/None
Headstone/cradle Mostly decipherable Back/Back
Headstone/cradle Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
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Marker Type Inscription Condition Inscription Placement
Headstone/cradle Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Military Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone/footstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone/ Ledger stone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Flushed marker Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Flushed marker Mostly decipherable Front/None
Flushed marker Mostly decipherable Front/None
Flushed marker Mint Front/None
Flushed marker Mint Front/None
Flushed marker Mint Front/None
Military Headstone/ ledger stone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone/ledger Mint Front/None
Headstone Mint Front/None
Headstone/cradle Mostly decipherable Front/None
Ledger stone Clear but worn Front/None
Flushed marker Mostly decipherable Front/None
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Marker Type Inscription Condition Inscription Placement
Military Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone/cradle Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly decipherable Front/None
Flushed marker Clear but worn Front/None
Flushed marker Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone/cradle Clear but worn Front & top/ none
Military Headstone Clear but worn Front/Front
Military Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Mint Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None




Headstone/cradle Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone/Ledger stone None None
Ledger stone None None
Headstone/refiel craving/marker Mostly Decipherable Front/None
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Marker Type Inscription Condition Inscription Placement
Headstone/refiel craving/marker Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Headstone/refiel craving/marker Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Headstone/refiel craving/marker Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Cross Traces Front/None
Headstone Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Headstone/cross Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Headstone/cross Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly Decipherable Front/Front
Headstone Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Ledger stone None None
Ledger stone None Front/None
Ledger stone None None
Military Headstone Illegible/destroyed Front/None
Ledger stone None None
Headstone Traces Front/None
Ledger stone None None
Military Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone/marker Mint Front/None
Headstone/footstone Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone/footstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Mostly Decipherable Front/None
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No name - military





Marker Type Inscription Condition Inscription Placement
Headstone Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Military Headstone/ledger stone Mint Front/None
Military Headstone/ledger stone Mint Front/None
Flushed marker Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Headstone Clear but worn Front/None
Ledger stone Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Headstone Mostly Decipherable/traces Front/None
Headstone Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Military Headstone Illegible/destroyed Front/Front
Military Headstone Mostly Decipherable Front/None
Flushed marker Mint Front/None
Flushed marker Clear but worn Front/None
Flushed marker Mostly Decipherable/traces Front/None
Military Headstone Mostly Decipherable Front/Front
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Material Orientation Original Location Iconography
Marble E Y Cross
Granite E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Angel/cross/flowers
Granite E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Angel
Concrete E Y Cross/Rainbow
Granite E Y Clasping hands/flowers
Marble E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Flowers/doves
Granite E Y Cross
Granite E Y Cross
Marble E Y
Granite E Y
Marble E Y Cross
Marble E Y Cross
Marble E Y
Marble E Y Cross
Granite E Y
Granite E Y
Granite E Y Flowers
Marble E Y
Marble/Metal E Y Cross
Marble/Metal E Y
Granite E Y Cross/Flowers
Marble/concrete E Y
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Material Orientation Original Location Iconography
Stainless Steel E Y Flowers
Concrete E Y Flowers
Concrete E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Cross
Granite E Y Clasping hands/ Flowers
Granite E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Clasping hands/Flowers
Granite E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Clasping hands/Flowers/Bible
Granite E Y Clasping hands/Bible
Granite E Y Clasping hands
Granite/concrete E Y Flowers
Concrete E Y Flowers
Granite E Y
Granite E Y
Metal E Y Flowers
Granite E Y
Granite E Y
Marble E Y Cross
Marble E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Flowers
Marble/concrete E Y
Granite E Y Flowers
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Material Orientation Original Location Iconography
Granite E Y Cross
Granite E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Cross
Granite E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Cross
Marble E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Cross
Marble E Y Flowers
Marble/concrete E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Clasping hands/ Flowers
Granite E Y Clasping hands/Flowers
Marble E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Cross/Flowers





Marble/concrete E Y Cross
Marble/concrete E Y Cross
Granite E Y Flowers
Marble/concrete E Y
Concrete E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Clasping hands/flowers
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Material Orientation Original Location Iconography
Marble E Y Cross





Marble W Y Draped stone
Marble W Y Draped stone
Marble E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Flowers
Granite E Y Flowers
Marble E Y
Marble E Y
Marble E Y Cross
Marble E Y Cross/Flowers




Marble E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Cross
Granite E Y Cross
Stainless Steel E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Flowers
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Material Orientation Original Location Iconography
Marble E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Flowers
Concrete E Y






Marble E Y Flowers
Concrete E Y
Concrete E Y Clasping hands
Concrete E Y
Marble E Y Cross
Concrete E Y
Marble E Y
Concrete E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Cross
Marble E Y Cross
Marble E Y Cross/Flowers
Granite E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Cross
Marble E Y Cross
Marble E Y
Marble E Y
Marble E Y Cross/Flowers
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No name - military





Material Orientation Original Location Iconography
Marble E Y Cross/Flowers
Marble E Y Cross
Marble E Y Cross
Granite E Y Cross
Marble E Y Cross
Marble E Y
Concrete E Y Cross/ Rainbow
Marble E Y Flowers
Marble E Y Flowers
Marble E Y
Marble E Y Cross
Granite E Y Cross/Flowers/Dove

































Dark soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining
Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Heavy soiling, stained
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining
Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining
Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining
Dark soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth/stained
Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Dark soiling, biological growth
Heavy soiling, stained
Heavy soiling, stained
Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining




































Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining
Light soiling
Dark soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Dark soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining






Dark soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
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Moderate soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Dark soiling, biological growth/stained
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling/ stained
Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining
Dark soiling, biological growth
Heavy soiling, stained
Heavy soiling, stained




Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining
Light soiling
Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth/stained
Dark soiling, biological growth
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Dark soiling, biological growth




Dark soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth
Dark soiling, biological growth/stained
Dark soiling, biological growth/stained
Dark soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining
Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining
Dark Soiling, biological growth
Dark Soiling, biological growth
Dark Soiling, biological growth




Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining
Clean/no soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth
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Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Dark Soiling, biological growth
Dark Soiling, biological growth
Dark Soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Dark Soiling, biological growth
Heavy soiling, stained
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Dark Soiling, biological growth/stained
Dark Soiling, biological growth/stained
Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth/staining
Heavy soiling, stained
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Dark Soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Clean/no soiling
Dark Soiling, biological growth/stained
Dark Soiling, biological growth/stained
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Dark Soiling, biological growth
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No name - military






Dark Soiling, biological growth
Light soiling
Light soiling
Moderate soiling, biological growth
Dark Soiling, biological growth
Dark Soiling, biological growth
Heavy soiling, stained
Dark Soiling, biological growth
Dark Soiling, biological growth
Heavy soiling, stained




Dark Soiling, biological growth
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Overall Condition Secondary Markers
Encroaching plants/sunken/ tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/ sunken /tilted stones/loose None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones Flowers





Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/overhanging plants/tree/displaced by roots None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones Flowers
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/ sunken /tilted stones None





Encroaching plants/ sunken /tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/loose/cracked None
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Overall Condition Secondary Markers
Sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones Flowers
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones Flowers
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones Flowers
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones Flowers
Encroaching plants/sunken/ tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/ tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/ tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/ tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/ sunken /tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning/loose None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/ tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
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Overall Condition Secondary Markers
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning/loose None
Encroaching plants/sunken/ tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning/loose None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning/loose None
Encroaching plants/sunken/ tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/ tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/leaning None
Encroaching plants/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/ tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Sunken/tilted stones None
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Overall Condition Secondary Markers
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None




Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted/cracked None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/ tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones None






Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones Flowers
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones Flowers
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones/leaning/broken None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones Flowers/Balloons
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
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Overall Condition Secondary Markers
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones/broken/cracked None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones Flowers
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Unattached None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
232










No name - military





Overall Condition Secondary Markers
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones Coins
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones Coins
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones/leaning None
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones Flowers
Encroaching plants/ sunken/tilted stones None
Encroaching plants/sunken/tilted stones None





Survey Date: 1/14/2021 
Name of Cemetery: Bethel United Methodist Church Cemetery  
Country: United States 
County & State: Charleston, South Carolina 
Street Address (Street, town, Zip Code): 57 Pitt Street, Charleston, SC 29401 
Classification: Urban    Status: Inactive 
U.S.G.S. Topographic Map (boundaries): Charleston, SC Quadrangle (2020) 
Latitude: 32.783984                              Longitude: -79.941017   
Earliest date of internment: 1877 Plot # 16 
Surveyor: Sarah Clifton 
Cemetery Condition: 
☐ Abandoned ☐ Maintained, but not in use ☐ Unmarked
☐ Currently in use ☐ Overgrown
Gravestone Date: 
☐ 18th ☐ 19th
☐ 20th ☐ 21st
Gravestone Size (ft/in) 
Height: 48” Width: 24” Depth: 8” 
Surface Texture: 
☐ Rough-hewn ☐ Smooth ☐ Polished
Marker types present 
Design Elements: (check all that apply) 
☐ Bench ☐ Footstone ☐ Obelisk ☐ Shaft
☐ Bedstead/ Cradle ☐ Government Issued ☐ Pedestal ☐ Table
☐ Box Tomb ☐ Headstone ☐ Plaque ☐ Tablet
☐ Canopy ☐ Ledger stone ☐ Pulpit ☐ Urn
☐ Column ☐ Marker ☐ Pyramid ☐ Other:
☐ Cross ☐ Mausoleum ☐ Relief carving
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☐ Die in Socket ☐ Monolithic tablet ☐ Raised Top
☐ Die, Base, Cap ☐ horizontal ☐ Sarcophagus
☐ Flush marker       ☐ vertical ☐ Sculpture
Inscription: 
Name: William H. Fleming, B.D. 
Birth & Death Date: 1/1/1821 – 
4/16/1877 
Sex: Male 
OUR BELOVED PASTOR 
William H. Fleming, B.D. 
Born January 1st 1821, 
Died April 16th 1877 
Foot-An Earnest Preacher, 
A Wise Counselor, 
A Cheerful and Pious Man 
A Native of this City 
An Active Member of 
The South Carolina Conference 
For thirty-Six years 
He began and closed his Ministry 
At Bethel 
Called and Chosen, 
And Faithful 
Condition of inscription: 
☐ Mint ☐ Mostly decipherable       ☐ Illegible or destroyed
☐ Clear but worn ☐ Traces
Inscription Placement: 
Carving/Inscribing Raised text 
☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None ☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None
☐ Back  ☐ Sides ☐ Back  ☐ Sides
Materials of markers: 
☐ Argillite ☐ Granite ☐ Limestone
☐ Brick ☐ Greenstone ☐ Marble
☐ Bronze ☐ Iron – cast ☐ Sandstone
☐ Cast stone ☐ Iron – galvanized ☐ Slate
☐ Concrete ☐ Iron – wrought/rolled ☐ Wood
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☐ Cast iron ☐ Lead ☐ Zinc
☐ Other:
Orientation of markers: 
☐ East ☐ North-West ☐ North
☐ South ☐ West ☐ South-West
☐ North-East ☐ South-East
Is the marker in original location? 
☐ Yes ☐ No
Marker image designs: 
☐ All-seeing eye ☐ Draped Urn ☐ Menorah
☐ Anchor ☐ Finger pointing ☐ Star/Star of David
☐ Hands reaching down ☐ Flowers ☐ Sleeping Child
☐ Angel ☐ Inverted Torch ☐ Sleeping Child
☐ Bible ☐ Hands w/ fingers pointing up
☐ Clasping hand ☐ Lamb ☐ Upside-Down Torch
☐ Clasping hands ☐ Lily ☐ Weeping Willow
☐ Cross ☐ Masonic ☐ Willow & Urn
☐ Cross & Crown ☐ Other fraternal order ☐ Other:
☐ Dove
Condition of marker:  
Condition: (check all that apply) 
Overall Cleanliness:     Overall condition: 
☐ Clean/no soiling ☐ encroaching plants ☐ cracked
☐ Light soiling ☐ overhanging plants/trees ☐ unattached
☐ Moderate soiling, biological growth  ☐ displaced by roots ☐ leaning
☐ Dark soiling, biological growth ☐ foundation visible ☐ loose
☐ Heavy soiling and staining ☐ sunken/tilted stones ☐ repaired
☐ Vandalism ☐ portions missing ☐ broken
Secondary Marker: 
☐ Endowed markers ☐ Organizational markers ☐ Other:
☐ Flags ☐ Plates ☐ None
Orientation
N
    NW  NE 
  W  E 
    SW  SE 
             S 
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Survey Date: 1/14/2021 
Name of Cemetery: Bethel United Methodist Church Cemetery    
Country: United States 
County & State: Charleston, South Carolina 
Street Address (Street, town, Zip Code): 57 Pitt Street, Charleston, SC 29401 
Classification: Urban    Status: Inactive 
U.S.G.S. Topographic Map (boundaries): Charleston, SC Quadrangle (2020) 
Latitude: 32.783984                              Longitude: -79.941017   
Earliest date of internment: 1872    Plot # 43 
Surveyor: Sarah Clifton      
 
Cemetery Condition: 
☐ Abandoned  ☐ Maintained, but not in use  ☐ Unmarked 
☐ Currently in use ☐ Overgrown  
     
Gravestone Date: 
 ☐ 18th    ☐ 19th  
 ☐ 20th    ☐ 21st 
   
Gravestone Size (ft/in)  
Height: 50”  Width: 24”  Depth: 
 
Surface Texture:  
☐ Rough-hewn  ☐ Smooth   ☐ Polished 
 
 
Marker types present 
   
Design Elements: (check all that apply) 
 
☐ Bench   ☐ Footstone   ☐ Obelisk   ☐ Shaft 
☐ Bedstead/ Cradle ☐ Government Issued  ☐ Pedestal  ☐ Table  
☐ Box Tomb   ☐ Headstone    ☐ Plaque  ☐ Tablet 
☐ Canopy  ☐ Ledger stone  ☐ Pulpit  ☐ Urn  
☐ Column  ☐ Marker   ☐ Pyramid  ☐ Other: 
☐ Cross  ☐ Mausoleum   ☐ Relief carving   
☐ Die in Socket ☐ Monolithic tablet  ☐ Raised Top 
☐ Die, Base, Cap       ☐ horizontal  ☐ Sarcophagus 
238
☐ Flush marker       ☐ vertical   ☐ Sculpture 
Inscription: 
Name: Anna L.O. Burnham 
Date of Birth & Death: 3/13/1872  
Sex: Female 
 
In Memory of  
My "Anna".  
Anna L.O. Burnham 
Wife of 
Edward S. Burnham Who died,  
March 13th 1872  
Aged 21 years 6 months  
and 27 days 
 "Asleep in Jesus" 
 
Condition of inscription: 
☐ Mint   ☐ Mostly decipherable       ☐ Illegible or destroyed 
☐ Clear but worn  ☐ Traces   
 
Inscription Placement: 
Carving/Inscribing  Raised text 
☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None ☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None        
☐ Back  ☐ Sides  ☐ Back  ☐ Sides         
 
Materials of markers: 
☐ Argillite   ☐ Granite   ☐ Limestone 
☐ Brick   ☐ Greenstone   ☐ Marble 
☐ Bronze    ☐ Iron – cast   ☐ Sandstone  
 ☐ Cast stone   ☐ Iron – galvanized  ☐ Slate  
 ☐ Concrete   ☐ Iron – wrought/rolled ☐ Wood  
 ☐ Cast iron   ☐ Lead   ☐ Zinc  
     ☐ Other: 
 
Orientation of markers: 
☐ East    ☐ North-West  ☐ North   
 ☐ South   ☐ West   ☐ South-West 
☐ North-East   ☐ South-East 
 
Is the marker in original location? 
 ☐ Yes    ☐ No 
 
    Orientation 
             N 
    NW          NE 
  W                  E 
    SW          SE 
             S 
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Marker image designs: 
 ☐ All-seeing eye  ☐ Draped Urn   ☐ Menorah 
 ☐ Anchor   ☐ Finger pointing  ☐ Star/Star of David 
☐ Hands reaching down ☐ Flowers    ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Angel    ☐ Inverted Torch   ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Bible    ☐ Hands w/ fingers pointing up 
☐ Clasping hand  ☐ Lamb             ☐ Upside-Down Torch 
☐ Clasping hands   ☐ Lily    ☐ Weeping Willow 
☐ Cross   ☐ Masonic   ☐ Willow & Urn 
☐ Cross & Crown   ☐ Other fraternal order  ☐ Other:  
☐ Dove       
        
     
Condition of marker:  
 
Condition: (check all that apply) 
 
Overall Cleanliness:       Overall condition: 
☐ Clean/no soiling       ☐ encroaching plants           ☐ cracked  
☐ Light soiling       ☐ overhanging plants/trees  ☐ unattached 
☐ Moderate soiling, biological growth  ☐ displaced by roots            ☐ leaning  
☐ Dark soiling, biological growth      ☐ foundation visible   ☐ loose 
☐ Heavy soiling and staining      ☐ sunken/tilted stones   ☐ repaired 
☐ Vandalism        ☐ portions missing    ☐ broken  
 
Secondary Marker: 
☐ Endowed markers ☐ Organizational markers ☐ Other: 
☐ Flags   ☐ Plates   ☐ None  



















Survey Date: 1/14/2021 
Name of Cemetery: Bethel United Methodist Church Cemetery    
Country: United States 
County & State: Charleston, South Carolina 
Street Address (Street, town, Zip Code): 57 Pitt Street, Charleston, SC 29401 
Classification: Urban    Status: Inactive 
U.S.G.S. Topographic Map (boundaries): Charleston, SC Quadrangle (2020) 
Latitude: 32.783984                              Longitude: -79.941017   
Earliest date of internment: 1884    Plot # 10 
Surveyor: Sarah Clifton      
 
Cemetery Condition: 
☐ Abandoned  ☐ Maintained, but not in use  ☐ Unmarked 
☐ Currently in use ☐ Overgrown  
     
Gravestone Date: 
 ☐ 18th    ☐ 19th  
 ☐ 20th    ☐ 21st 
   
Gravestone Size (ft/in)  
Height: 72”  Width: 22.5”  Depth: 6” 
 
Surface Texture:  
☐ Rough-hewn  ☐ Smooth   ☐ Polished 
 
 
Marker types present 
   
Design Elements: (check all that apply) 
 
☐ Bench   ☐ Footstone   ☐ Obelisk   ☐ Shaft 
☐ Bedstead/ Cradle ☐ Government Issued  ☐ Pedestal  ☐ Table  
☐ Box Tomb   ☐ Headstone    ☐ Plaque  ☐ Tablet 
☐ Canopy  ☐ Ledger stone  ☐ Pulpit  ☐ Urn  
☐ Column  ☐ Marker   ☐ Pyramid  ☐ Other: 
☐ Cross  ☐ Mausoleum   ☐ Relief carving   
☐ Die in Socket ☐ Monolithic tablet  ☐ Raised Top 
☐ Die, Base, Cap       ☐ horizontal  ☐ Sarcophagus 
☐ Flush marker       ☐ vertical   ☐ Sculpture 
242
Inscription: 
Name: Margaret Steinmeyer 




Beloved wife of 
J.F. Steinmeyer, 
Born June 28. 1811,  
Died Oct 14, 1884  
She is not dead/ But sleepeth  
Foot-M.S. 1884  
 
Condition of inscription: 
☐ Mint   ☐ Mostly decipherable       ☐ Illegible or destroyed 
☐ Clear but worn  ☐ Traces   
 
Inscription Placement: 
Carving/Inscribing  Raised text 
☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None ☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None        
☐ Back  ☐ Sides  ☐ Back  ☐ Sides         
 
Materials of markers: 
☐ Argillite   ☐ Granite   ☐ Limestone 
☐ Brick   ☐ Greenstone   ☐ Marble 
☐ Bronze    ☐ Iron – cast   ☐ Sandstone  
 ☐ Cast stone   ☐ Iron – galvanized  ☐ Slate  
 ☐ Concrete   ☐ Iron – wrought/rolled ☐ Wood  
 ☐ Cast iron   ☐ Lead   ☐ Zinc  
     ☐ Other: 
 
Orientation of markers: 
☐ East    ☐ North-West  ☐ North   
 ☐ South   ☐ West   ☐ South-West 
☐ North-East   ☐ South-East 
 
Is the marker in original location? 




    Orientation 
             N 
    NW          NE 
  W                  E 
    SW          SE 
             S 
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Marker image designs: 
 ☐ All-seeing eye  ☐ Draped Urn   ☐ Menorah 
 ☐ Anchor   ☐ Finger pointing  ☐ Star/Star of David 
☐ Hands reaching down ☐ Flowers    ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Angel    ☐ Inverted Torch   ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Bible    ☐ Hands w/ fingers pointing up 
☐ Clasping hand  ☐ Lamb             ☐ Upside-Down Torch 
☐ Clasping hands   ☐ Lily    ☐ Weeping Willow 
☐ Cross   ☐ Masonic   ☐ Willow & Urn 
☐ Cross & Crown   ☐ Other fraternal order  ☐ Other:  
☐ Dove       
        
     
Condition of marker:  
 
Condition: (check all that apply) 
 
Overall Cleanliness:       Overall condition: 
☐ Clean/no soiling       ☐ encroaching plants           ☐ cracked  
☐ Light soiling       ☐ overhanging plants/trees  ☐ unattached 
☐ Moderate soiling, biological growth  ☐ displaced by roots            ☐ leaning  
☐ Dark soiling, biological growth      ☐ foundation visible   ☐ loose 
☐ Heavy soiling and staining      ☐ sunken/tilted stones   ☐ repaired 
☐ Vandalism        ☐ portions missing    ☐ broken  
 
Secondary Marker: 
☐ Endowed markers ☐ Organizational markers ☐ Other: 
☐ Flags   ☐ Plates   ☐ None  





















Survey Date: 1/14/2021 
Name of Cemetery: Bethel United Methodist Church Cemetery    
Country: United States 
County & State: Charleston, South Carolina 
Street Address (Street, town, Zip Code): 57 Pitt Street, Charleston, SC 29401 
Classification: Urban    Status: Inactive 
U.S.G.S. Topographic Map (boundaries): Charleston, SC Quadrangle (2020) 
Latitude: 32.783984                              Longitude: -79.941017   
Earliest date of internment: 1864    Plot # 105 
Surveyor: Sarah Clifton      
 
Cemetery Condition: 
☐ Abandoned  ☐ Maintained, but not in use  ☐ Unmarked 
☐ Currently in use ☐ Overgrown  
     
Gravestone Date: 
 ☐ 18th    ☐ 19th  
 ☐ 20th    ☐ 21st 
   
Gravestone Size (ft/in)  
Height: 72”  Width: 36”  Depth: 
 
Surface Texture:  
☐ Rough-hewn  ☐ Smooth   ☐ Polished 
 
 
Marker types present 
   
Design Elements: (check all that apply) 
☐ Bench   ☐ Footstone   ☐ Obelisk   ☐ Shaft 
☐ Bedstead/ Cradle ☐ Government Issued  ☐ Pedestal  ☐ Table  
☐ Box Tomb   ☐ Headstone    ☐ Plaque  ☐ Tablet 
☐ Canopy  ☐ Ledger stone  ☐ Pulpit  ☐ Urn  
☐ Column  ☐ Marker   ☐ Pyramid  ☐ Other: 
☐ Cross  ☐ Mausoleum   ☐ Relief carving   
☐ Die in Socket ☐ Monolithic tablet  ☐ Raised Top 
☐ Die, Base, Cap       ☐ horizontal  ☐ Sarcophagus 




Name: Rev. John Mood 






Rev. John Mood 
who died March 1st 1864  
He was born In Charleston 
January 11th 1792  
Where he spent all, his life except 
eight years of active service and Labour  
in connection with the  
South Carolina Conference  
Joining the Methodist Church in boyhood  
He exhibited that consistency of deportment  
which made him an ornament  
to his profession  
Deeply interested in the welfare of the  
Negro he was the first in the City  
to establish a Sabbath School  
for their instruction  
and acted as Superintendent  
for many years  
In his Ministry in the latter part of his life  
was devoted almost entirely to the colored  
people on our Islands near the City I Industrious honest and retiring in his  
habits, with a fervent zeal for his Masters  
House, he has embalmed his Memory  
in the hearts of many  
 
Condition of inscription: 
☐ Mint   ☐ Mostly decipherable       ☐ Illegible or destroyed 
☐ Clear but worn  ☐ Traces   
 
Inscription Placement: 
Carving/Inscribing  Raised text 
☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None ☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None  





Materials of markers: 
☐ Argillite   ☐ Granite   ☐ Limestone 
☐ Brick   ☐ Greenstone   ☐ Marble 
☐ Bronze    ☐ Iron – cast   ☐ Sandstone  
 ☐ Cast stone   ☐ Iron – galvanized  ☐ Slate  
 ☐ Concrete   ☐ Iron – wrought/rolled ☐ Wood  
 ☐ Cast iron   ☐ Lead   ☐ Zinc  
     ☐ Other: 
 
Orientation of markers: 
☐ East    ☐ North-West  ☐ North   
 ☐ South   ☐ West   ☐ South-West 
☐ North-East   ☐ South-East 
 
Is the marker in original location? 
 ☐ Yes    ☐ No 
 
Marker image designs: 
 ☐ All-seeing eye  ☐ Draped Urn   ☐ Menorah 
 ☐ Anchor   ☐ Finger pointing  ☐ Star/Star of David 
☐ Hands reaching down ☐ Flowers    ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Angel    ☐ Inverted Torch   ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Bible    ☐ Hands w/ fingers pointing up 
☐ Clasping hand  ☐ Lamb             ☐ Upside-Down Torch 
☐ Clasping hands   ☐ Lily    ☐ Weeping Willow 
☐ Cross   ☐ Masonic   ☐ Willow & Urn 
☐ Cross & Crown   ☐ Other fraternal order  ☐ Other:  
☐ Dove       
        
     
 
 
Condition of marker:  
 
Condition: (check all that apply) 
 
Overall Cleanliness:       Overall condition: 
☐ Clean/no soiling       ☐ encroaching plants           ☐ cracked  
☐ Light soiling       ☐ overhanging plants/trees  ☐ unattached 
☐ Moderate soiling, biological growth  ☐ displaced by roots            ☐ leaning  
    Orientation 
             N 
    NW          NE 
  W                  E 
    SW          SE 
             S 
248
☐ Dark soiling, biological growth      ☐ foundation visible   ☐ loose 
☐ Heavy soiling and staining      ☐ sunken/tilted stones   ☐ repaired 
☐ Vandalism        ☐ portions missing    ☐ broken  
 
Secondary Marker: 
☐ Endowed markers ☐ Organizational markers ☐ Other: 
☐ Flags   ☐ Plates   ☐ None  











Survey Date: 1/14/2021 
Name of Cemetery: Bethel United Methodist Church Cemetery    
Country: United States 
County & State: Charleston, South Carolina 
Street Address (Street, town, Zip Code): 57 Pitt Street, Charleston, SC 29401 
Classification: Urban    Status: Inactive 
U.S.G.S. Topographic Map (boundaries): Charleston, SC Quadrangle (2020) 
Latitude: 32.783984                              Longitude: -79.941017   
Earliest date of internment: 1816    Plot # 104 
Surveyor: Sarah Clifton      
 
Cemetery Condition: 
☐ Abandoned  ☐ Maintained, but not in use  ☐ Unmarked 
☐ Currently in use ☐ Overgrown  
     
Gravestone Date: 
 ☐ 18th    ☐ 19th  
 ☐ 20th    ☐ 21st 
   
Gravestone Size (ft/in)  
Height: 50”  Width: 24”  Depth: 2” 
 
Surface Texture:  
☐ Rough-hewn  ☐ Smooth   ☐ Polished 
 
 
Marker types present 
   
Design Elements: (check all that apply) 
☐ Bench   ☐ Footstone   ☐ Obelisk   ☐ Shaft 
☐ Bedstead/ Cradle ☐ Government Issued  ☐ Pedestal  ☐ Table  
☐ Box Tomb   ☐ Headstone    ☐ Plaque  ☐ Tablet 
☐ Canopy  ☐ Ledger stone  ☐ Pulpit  ☐ Urn  
☐ Column  ☐ Marker   ☐ Pyramid  ☐ Other: 
☐ Cross  ☐ Mausoleum   ☐ Relief carving   
☐ Die in Socket ☐ Monolithic tablet  ☐ Raised Top 
☐ Die, Base, Cap       ☐ horizontal  ☐ Sarcophagus 
☐ Flush marker       ☐ vertical   ☐ Sculpture 
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Inscription: 
Name: Eve Catherine McNeal 




To the Memory of Eve Catherine McNeal  
A Native of Germany but for upwards of half a Century  
an inhabitant of this City  
Who departed this life 
January 16th 1816  
Aged 76 years  
Verse--- 
 
Condition of inscription: 
☐ Mint   ☐ Mostly decipherable       ☐ Illegible or destroyed 
☐ Clear but worn  ☐ Traces   
 
Inscription Placement: 
Carving/Inscribing  Raised text 
☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None ☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None  
☐ Back  ☐ Sides  ☐ Back  ☐ Sides         
 
Materials of markers: 
☐ Argillite   ☐ Granite   ☐ Limestone 
☐ Brick   ☐ Greenstone   ☐ Marble 
☐ Bronze    ☐ Iron – cast   ☐ Sandstone  
 ☐ Cast stone   ☐ Iron – galvanized  ☐ Slate  
 ☐ Concrete   ☐ Iron – wrought/rolled ☐ Wood  
 ☐ Cast iron   ☐ Lead   ☐ Zinc  
     ☐ Other: 
Orientation of markers: 
☐ East    ☐ North-West  ☐ North   
 ☐ South   ☐ West   ☐ South-West 
☐ North-East   ☐ South-East 
 
Is the marker in original location? 





    Orientation 
             N 
    NW          NE 
  W                  E 
    SW          SE 
             S 
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Marker image designs: 
 ☐ All-seeing eye  ☐ Draped Urn   ☐ Menorah 
 ☐ Anchor   ☐ Finger pointing  ☐ Star/Star of David 
☐ Hands reaching down ☐ Flowers    ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Angel    ☐ Inverted Torch   ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Bible    ☐ Hands w/ fingers pointing up 
☐ Clasping hand  ☐ Lamb             ☐ Upside-Down Torch 
☐ Clasping hands   ☐ Lily    ☐ Weeping Willow 
☐ Cross   ☐ Masonic   ☐ Willow & Urn 
☐ Cross & Crown   ☐ Other fraternal order  ☐ Other:  
☐ Dove       
            
Condition of marker:  
 
Condition: (check all that apply) 
 
Overall Cleanliness:       Overall condition: 
☐ Clean/no soiling       ☐ encroaching plants           ☐ cracked  
☐ Light soiling       ☐ overhanging plants/trees  ☐ unattached 
☐ Moderate soiling, biological growth  ☐ displaced by roots            ☐ leaning  
☐ Dark soiling, biological growth      ☐ foundation visible   ☐ loose 
☐ Heavy soiling and staining      ☐ sunken/tilted stones   ☐ repaired 
☐ Vandalism        ☐ portions missing               ☐ broken  
 
Secondary Marker: 
☐ Endowed markers ☐ Organizational markers ☐ Other: 
☐ Flags   ☐ Plates   ☐ None  












Survey Date: 1/14/2021 
Name of Cemetery: Old Bethel United Methodist Church Cemetery    
Country: United States 
County & State: Charleston, South Carolina 
Street Address (Street, town, Zip Code): Corner of Cunnington Ave & Skurvin St, 
Charleston, SC 29405 
Classification: Urban    Status: Active 
U.S.G.S. Topographic Map (boundaries): Charleston, SC Quadrangle (2020) 
Latitude: 32.815814                                       Longitude: -79.948462 
Earliest date of internment: 1967    Plot #  
Surveyor: Sarah Clifton      
 
Cemetery Condition: 
☐ Abandoned  ☐ Maintained, but not in use  ☐ Unmarked 
☐ Currently in use ☐ Overgrown  
     
Gravestone Date: 
 ☐ 18th    ☐ 20th  
 ☐ 19th    ☐ 21st 
   
Gravestone Size (ft/in)  
Height: 12”  Width: 24”  Depth: 
 
Surface Texture:  
☐ Rough-hewn  ☐ Smooth   ☐ Polished 
 
 
Marker types present 
   
Design Elements: (check all that apply) 
☐ Bench   ☐ Footstone   ☐ Obelisk   ☐ Shaft 
☐ Bedstead/ Cradle ☐ Government Issued  ☐ Pedestal  ☐ Table  
☐ Box Tomb   ☐ Headstone    ☐ Plaque  ☐ Tablet 
☐ Canopy  ☐ Ledger stone  ☐ Pulpit  ☐ Urn  
☐ Column  ☐ Marker   ☐ Pyramid  ☐ Other: 
☐ Cross  ☐ Mausoleum   ☐ Relief carving   
☐ Die in Socket ☐ Monolithic tablet  ☐ Raised Top 
☐ Die, Base, Cap       ☐ horizontal  ☐ Sarcophagus 
☐ Flush marker       ☐ vertical   ☐ Sculpture 
254
Inscription: 
Name: Janie Pinckney  





July 14, 1886 
May 29, 1967 
 
 
Condition of inscription: 
☐ Mint   ☐ Mostly decipherable       ☐ Illegible or destroyed 
☐ Clear but worn  ☐ Traces   
 
Inscription Placement: 
Carving/Inscribing  Raised Text          
☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None ☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None        
☐ Back  ☐ Sides  ☐ Back  ☐ Sides         
 
Materials of markers: 
☐ Argillite   ☐ Granite   ☐ Limestone 
☐ Brick   ☐ Greenstone   ☐ Marble 
☐ Bronze    ☐ Iron – cast   ☐ Sandstone  
 ☐ Cast stone   ☐ Iron – galvanized  ☐ Slate  
 ☐ Concrete   ☐ Iron – wrought/rolled ☐ Wood  
 ☐ Cast iron   ☐ Lead   ☐ Zinc  
     ☐ Other: 
 
 
Orientation of markers: 
☐ East    ☐ North-West  ☐ North   
 ☐ South   ☐ West   ☐ South-West 






Is the marker in original location? 
 ☐ Yes    ☐ No 
 
    Orientation 
             N 
    NW          NE 
  W                  E 
    SW          SE 
             S 
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Marker image designs: 
 ☐ All-seeing eye  ☐ Draped Urn   ☐ Menorah 
 ☐ Anchor   ☐ Finger pointing  ☐ Star/Star of David 
☐ Hands reaching down ☐ Flowers    ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Angel    ☐ Inverted Torch   ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Bible    ☐ Hands w/ fingers pointing up 
☐ Clasping hand  ☐ Lamb             ☐ Upside-Down Torch 
☐ Clasping hands   ☐ Lily    ☐ Weeping Willow 
☐ Cross   ☐ Masonic   ☐ Willow & Urn 
☐ Cross & Crown   ☐ Other fraternal order  ☐ Other:  
☐ Dove       
        
     
Condition of marker:  
 
Condition: (check all that apply) 
 
Overall Cleanliness:       Overall condition: 
☐ Clean/no soiling       ☐ encroaching plants           ☐ cracked  
☐ Light soiling       ☐ overhanging plants/trees  ☐ unattached 
☐ Moderate soiling, biological growth  ☐ displaced by roots            ☐ leaning  
☐ Dark soiling, biological growth      ☐ foundation visible   ☐ loose 
☐ Heavy soiling and staining      ☐ sunken/tilted stones   ☐ repaired 
☐ Vandalism        ☐ portions missing               ☐ broken  
 
Secondary Marker: 
☐ Endowed markers ☐ Organizational markers ☐ Other: 
☐ Flags   ☐ Plates   ☐ None  


































Survey Date: 1/14/2021 
Name of Cemetery: Old Bethel United Methodist Church Cemetery    
Country: United States 
County & State: Charleston, South Carolina 
Street Address (Street, town, Zip Code): Corner of Cunnington Ave & Skurvin St, 
Charleston, SC 29405 
Classification: Urban    Status: Active 
U.S.G.S. Topographic Map (boundaries): Charleston, SC Quadrangle (2020) 
Latitude: 32.815814                                       Longitude: -79.948462 
Earliest date of internment: 1960    Plot #  
Surveyor: Sarah Clifton      
 
Cemetery Condition: 
☐ Abandoned  ☐ Maintained, but not in use  ☐ Unmarked 
☐ Currently in use ☐ Overgrown  
     
Gravestone Date: 
 ☐ 18th    ☐ 20th  
 ☐ 19th    ☐ 21st 
   
Gravestone Size (ft/in)  
Height: 28.5”  Width: 16”  Depth: 4” 
 
Surface Texture:  
☐ Rough-hewn  ☐ Smooth   ☐ Polished 
 
 
Marker types present 
   
Design Elements: (check all that apply) 
☐ Bench   ☐ Footstone   ☐ Obelisk   ☐ Shaft 
☐ Bedstead/ Cradle ☐ Government Issued  ☐ Pedestal  ☐ Table  
☐ Box Tomb   ☐ Headstone    ☐ Plaque  ☐ Tablet 
☐ Canopy  ☐ Ledger stone  ☐ Pulpit  ☐ Urn  
☐ Column  ☐ Marker   ☐ Pyramid  ☐ Other: 
☐ Cross  ☐ Mausoleum   ☐ Relief carving   
☐ Die in Socket ☐ Monolithic tablet  ☐ Raised Top 
☐ Die, Base, Cap       ☐ horizontal  ☐ Sarcophagus 
☐ Flush marker       ☐ vertical   ☐ Sculpture 
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Inscription: 
Name: Julia Matthews 
Birth & Death Date:11/15/187-
11/22/1960         
Sex: Female                                      
 
Julia Matthews 
Nov 15, 1875 
Nov 22, 1960 
 
Condition of inscription: 
☐ Mint   ☐ Mostly decipherable       ☐ Illegible or destroyed 
☐ Clear but worn  ☐ Traces   
 
Inscription Placement: 
Carving/Inscribing  Raised Text          
☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None ☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None        
☐ Back  ☐ Sides  ☐ Back  ☐ Sides         
 
Materials of markers: 
☐ Argillite   ☐ Granite   ☐ Limestone 
☐ Brick   ☐ Greenstone   ☐ Marble 
☐ Bronze    ☐ Iron – cast   ☐ Sandstone  
 ☐ Cast stone   ☐ Iron – galvanized  ☐ Slate  
 ☐ Concrete   ☐ Iron – wrought/rolled ☐ Wood  
 ☐ Cast iron   ☐ Lead   ☐ Zinc  
     ☐ Other: 
 
 
Orientation of markers: 
☐ East    ☐ North-West  ☐ North   
 ☐ South   ☐ West   ☐ South-West 







Is the marker in original location? 
 ☐ Yes    ☐ No 
 
    Orientation 
             N 
    NW          NE 
  W                  E 
    SW          SE 
             S 
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Marker image designs: 
 ☐ All-seeing eye  ☐ Draped Urn   ☐ Menorah 
 ☐ Anchor   ☐ Finger pointing  ☐ Star/Star of David 
☐ Hands reaching down ☐ Flowers    ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Angel    ☐ Inverted Torch   ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Bible    ☐ Hands w/ fingers pointing up 
☐ Clasping hand  ☐ Lamb             ☐ Upside-Down Torch 
☐ Clasping hands   ☐ Lily    ☐ Weeping Willow 
☐ Cross   ☐ Masonic   ☐ Willow & Urn 
☐ Cross & Crown   ☐ Other fraternal order  ☐ Other:  
☐ Dove       
        
     
Condition of marker:  
 
Condition: (check all that apply) 
 
Overall Cleanliness:       Overall condition: 
☐ Clean/no soiling       ☐ encroaching plants           ☐ cracked  
☐ Light soiling       ☐ overhanging plants/trees  ☐ unattached 
☐ Moderate soiling, biological growth  ☐ displaced by roots            ☐ leaning  
☐ Dark soiling, biological growth      ☐ foundation visible   ☐ loose 
☐ Heavy soiling and staining      ☐ sunken/tilted stones   ☐ repaired 
☐ Vandalism        ☐ portions missing               ☐ broken  
 
Secondary Marker: 
☐ Endowed markers ☐ Organizational markers ☐ Other: 
☐ Flags   ☐ Plates   ☐ None  













Survey Date: 1/14/2021 
Name of Cemetery: Old Bethel United Methodist Church Cemetery    
Country: United States 
County & State: Charleston, South Carolina 
Street Address (Street, town, Zip Code): Corner of Cunnington Ave & Skurvin St, 
Charleston, SC 29405 
Classification: Urban    Status: Active 
U.S.G.S. Topographic Map (boundaries): Charleston, SC Quadrangle (2020) 
Latitude: 32.815814                                       Longitude: -79.948462 
Earliest date of internment: 1967    Plot #  
Surveyor: Sarah Clifton      
 
Cemetery Condition: 
☐ Abandoned  ☐ Maintained, but not in use  ☐ Unmarked 
☐ Currently in use ☐ Overgrown  
     
Gravestone Date: 
 ☐ 18th    ☐ 20th  
 ☐ 19th    ☐ 21st 
   
Gravestone Size (ft/in)  
Height: 26”  Width: 12”  Depth: 4” 
 
Surface Texture:  
☐ Rough-hewn  ☐ Smooth   ☐ Polished 
 
 
Marker types present 
   
Design Elements: (check all that apply) 
☐ Bench   ☐ Footstone   ☐ Obelisk   ☐ Shaft 
☐ Bedstead/ Cradle ☐ Government Issued  ☐ Pedestal  ☐ Table  
☐ Box Tomb   ☐ Headstone    ☐ Plaque  ☐ Tablet 
☐ Canopy  ☐ Ledger stone  ☐ Pulpit  ☐ Urn  
☐ Column  ☐ Marker   ☐ Pyramid  ☐ Other: 
☐ Cross  ☐ Mausoleum   ☐ Relief carving   
☐ Die in Socket ☐ Monolithic tablet  ☐ Raised Top 
☐ Die, Base, Cap       ☐ horizontal  ☐ Sarcophagus 
☐ Flush marker       ☐ vertical   ☐ Sculpture 
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Inscription: 
Name: Sarah L. Crawford  
Birth & Death Date: 1/25/1876 - 1/6/1967 
Sex: Female 
 
Sarah L. Crawford 
Jan 25, 1876 




Condition of inscription: 
☐ Mint   ☐ Mostly decipherable       ☐ Illegible or destroyed 
☐ Clear but worn  ☐ Traces   
 
Inscription Placement: 
Carving/Inscribing  Raised Text          
☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None ☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None        
☐ Back  ☐ Sides  ☐ Back  ☐ Sides         
 
Materials of markers: 
☐ Argillite   ☐ Granite   ☐ Limestone 
☐ Brick   ☐ Greenstone   ☐ Marble 
☐ Bronze    ☐ Iron – cast   ☐ Sandstone  
 ☐ Cast stone   ☐ Iron – galvanized  ☐ Slate  
 ☐ Concrete   ☐ Iron – wrought/rolled ☐ Wood  
 ☐ Cast iron   ☐ Lead   ☐ Zinc  
     ☐ Other: 
 
 
Orientation of markers: 
☐ East    ☐ North-West  ☐ North   
 ☐ South   ☐ West   ☐ South-West 






Is the marker in original location? 
 ☐ Yes    ☐ No 
 
    Orientation 
             N 
    NW          NE 
  W                  E 
    SW          SE 
             S 
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Marker image designs: 
 ☐ All-seeing eye  ☐ Draped Urn   ☐ Menorah 
 ☐ Anchor   ☐ Finger pointing  ☐ Star/Star of David 
☐ Hands reaching down ☐ Flowers    ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Angel    ☐ Inverted Torch   ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Bible    ☐ Hands w/ fingers pointing up 
☐ Clasping hand  ☐ Lamb             ☐ Upside-Down Torch 
☐ Clasping hands   ☐ Lily    ☐ Weeping Willow 
☐ Cross   ☐ Masonic   ☐ Willow & Urn 
☐ Cross & Crown   ☐ Other fraternal order  ☐ Other:  
☐ Dove       
        
     
Condition of marker:  
 
Condition: (check all that apply) 
 
Overall Cleanliness:       Overall condition: 
☐ Clean/no soiling       ☐ encroaching plants           ☐ cracked  
☐ Light soiling       ☐ overhanging plants/trees  ☐ unattached 
☐ Moderate soiling, biological growth  ☐ displaced by roots            ☐ leaning  
☐ Dark soiling, biological growth      ☐ foundation visible   ☐ loose 
☐ Heavy soiling and staining      ☐ sunken/tilted stones   ☐ repaired 
☐ Vandalism        ☐ portions missing               ☐ broken  
 
Secondary Marker: 
☐ Endowed markers ☐ Organizational markers ☐ Other: 
☐ Flags   ☐ Plates   ☐ None  













Survey Date: 1/14/2021 
Name of Cemetery: Old Bethel United Methodist Church Cemetery    
Country: United States 
County & State: Charleston, South Carolina 
Street Address (Street, town, Zip Code): Corner of Cunnington Ave & Skurvin St, 
Charleston, SC 29405 
Classification: Urban    Status: Active 
U.S.G.S. Topographic Map (boundaries): Charleston, SC Quadrangle (2020) 
Latitude: 32.815814                                       Longitude: -79.948462 
Earliest date of internment: 1950    Plot #  
Surveyor: Sarah Clifton      
 
Cemetery Condition: 
☐ Abandoned  ☐ Maintained, but not in use  ☐ Unmarked 
☐ Currently in use ☐ Overgrown  
     
Gravestone Date: 
 ☐ 18th    ☐ 20th  
 ☐ 19th    ☐ 21st 
   
Gravestone Size (ft/in)  
Height: 24”  Width: 16”  Depth: 6.5” 
 
Surface Texture:  
☐ Rough-hewn  ☐ Smooth   ☐ Polished 
 
 
Marker types present 
   
Design Elements: (check all that apply) 
☐ Bench   ☐ Footstone   ☐ Obelisk   ☐ Shaft 
☐ Bedstead/ Cradle ☐ Government Issued  ☐ Pedestal  ☐ Table  
☐ Box Tomb   ☐ Headstone    ☐ Plaque  ☐ Tablet 
☐ Canopy  ☐ Ledger stone  ☐ Pulpit  ☐ Urn  
☐ Column  ☐ Marker   ☐ Pyramid  ☐ Other: 
☐ Cross  ☐ Mausoleum   ☐ Relief carving   
☐ Die in Socket ☐ Monolithic tablet  ☐ Raised Top 
☐ Die, Base, Cap       ☐ horizontal  ☐ Sarcophagus 
☐ Flush marker       ☐ vertical   ☐ Sculpture 
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Inscription: 
Name: Ethel Rollerson De Lesline  






Jan 1, 1884 
May 30, 1950 
 
 
Condition of inscription: 
☐ Mint   ☐ Mostly decipherable       ☐ Illegible or destroyed 
☐ Clear but worn  ☐ Traces   
 
Inscription Placement: 
Carving/Inscribing  Raised Text          
☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None ☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None        
☐ Back  ☐ Sides  ☐ Back  ☐ Sides         
 
Materials of markers: 
☐ Argillite   ☐ Granite   ☐ Limestone 
☐ Brick   ☐ Greenstone   ☐ Marble 
☐ Bronze    ☐ Iron – cast   ☐ Sandstone  
 ☐ Cast stone   ☐ Iron – galvanized  ☐ Slate  
 ☐ Concrete   ☐ Iron – wrought/rolled ☐ Wood  
 ☐ Cast iron   ☐ Lead   ☐ Zinc  
     ☐ Other: 
 
 
Orientation of markers: 
☐ East    ☐ North-West  ☐ North   
 ☐ South   ☐ West   ☐ South-West 






Is the marker in original location? 
 ☐ Yes    ☐ No 
    Orientation 
             N 
    NW          NE 
  W                  E 
    SW          SE 




Marker image designs: 
 ☐ All-seeing eye  ☐ Draped Urn   ☐ Menorah 
 ☐ Anchor   ☐ Finger pointing  ☐ Star/Star of David 
☐ Hands reaching down ☐ Flowers    ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Angel    ☐ Inverted Torch   ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Bible    ☐ Hands w/ fingers pointing up 
☐ Clasping hand  ☐ Lamb             ☐ Upside-Down Torch 
☐ Clasping hands   ☐ Lily    ☐ Weeping Willow 
☐ Cross   ☐ Masonic   ☐ Willow & Urn 
☐ Cross & Crown   ☐ Other fraternal order  ☐ Other:  
☐ Dove       
        
     
Condition of marker:  
 
Condition: (check all that apply) 
 
Overall Cleanliness:       Overall condition: 
☐ Clean/no soiling       ☐ encroaching plants           ☐ cracked  
☐ Light soiling       ☐ overhanging plants/trees  ☐ unattached 
☐ Moderate soiling, biological growth  ☐ displaced by roots            ☐ leaning  
☐ Dark soiling, biological growth      ☐ foundation visible   ☐ loose 
☐ Heavy soiling and staining      ☐ sunken/tilted stones   ☐ repaired 
☐ Vandalism        ☐ portions missing               ☐ broken  
 
Secondary Marker: 
☐ Endowed markers ☐ Organizational markers ☐ Other: 
☐ Flags   ☐ Plates   ☐ None  













Survey Date: 1/14/2021 
Name of Cemetery: Old Bethel United Methodist Church Cemetery    
Country: United States 
County & State: Charleston, South Carolina 
Street Address (Street, town, Zip Code): Corner of Cunnington Ave & Skurvin St, 
Charleston, SC 29405 
Classification: Urban    Status: Active 
U.S.G.S. Topographic Map (boundaries): Charleston, SC Quadrangle (2020) 
Latitude: 32.815814                                       Longitude: -79.948462 
Earliest date of internment: 1986    Plot #  
Surveyor: Sarah Clifton      
 
Cemetery Condition: 
☐ Abandoned  ☐ Maintained, but not in use  ☐ Unmarked 
☐ Currently in use ☐ Overgrown  
     
Gravestone Date: 
 ☐ 18th    ☐ 20th  
 ☐ 19th    ☐ 21st 
   
Gravestone Size (ft/in)  
Height: 20”  Width: 44”  Depth: 6.5” 
 
Surface Texture:  
☐ Rough-hewn  ☐ Smooth   ☐ Polished 
 
 
Marker types present 
   
Design Elements: (check all that apply) 
☐ Bench   ☐ Footstone   ☐ Obelisk   ☐ Shaft 
☐ Bedstead/ Cradle ☐ Government Issued  ☐ Pedestal  ☐ Table  
☐ Box Tomb   ☐ Headstone    ☐ Plaque  ☐ Tablet 
☐ Canopy  ☐ Ledger stone  ☐ Pulpit  ☐ Urn  
☐ Column  ☐ Marker   ☐ Pyramid  ☐ Other: 
☐ Cross  ☐ Mausoleum   ☐ Relief carving   
☐ Die in Socket ☐ Monolithic tablet  ☐ Raised Top 
☐ Die, Base, Cap       ☐ horizontal  ☐ Sarcophagus 
☐ Flush marker       ☐ vertical   ☐ Sculpture 
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Inscription: 
Name: Genevieve B. & James H. B. 
Harleston 
Birth & Death Date: 2/16/1919-
12/16/1986 & 1/19/1919 – 1/30/1980 
Sex: Female & Male 
 
Genevieve B.  James H. B. 
Feb 16, 1919  Jan 1, 1919 




Condition of inscription: 
☐ Mint   ☐ Mostly decipherable       ☐ Illegible or destroyed 
☐ Clear but worn  ☐ Traces   
 
Inscription Placement: 
Carving/Inscribing  Raised Text          
☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None ☐ Front ☐ Top ☐ None        
☐ Back  ☐ Sides  ☐ Back  ☐ Sides         
 
Materials of markers: 
☐ Argillite   ☐ Granite   ☐ Limestone 
☐ Brick   ☐ Greenstone   ☐ Marble 
☐ Bronze    ☐ Iron – cast   ☐ Sandstone  
 ☐ Cast stone   ☐ Iron – galvanized  ☐ Slate  
 ☐ Concrete   ☐ Iron – wrought/rolled ☐ Wood  
 ☐ Cast iron   ☐ Lead   ☐ Zinc  
     ☐ Other: 
 
 
Orientation of markers: 
☐ East    ☐ North-West  ☐ North   
 ☐ South   ☐ West   ☐ South-West 





Is the marker in original location? 
 ☐ Yes    ☐ No 
    Orientation 
             N 
    NW          NE 
  W                  E 
    SW          SE 
             S 
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Marker image designs: 
 ☐ All-seeing eye  ☐ Draped Urn   ☐ Menorah 
 ☐ Anchor   ☐ Finger pointing  ☐ Star/Star of David 
☐ Hands reaching down ☐ Flowers    ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Angel    ☐ Inverted Torch   ☐ Sleeping Child 
☐ Bible    ☐ Hands w/ fingers pointing up 
☐ Clasping hands  ☐ Lamb             ☐ Upside-Down Torch 
☐ Cross    ☐ Lily    ☐ Weeping Willow 
☐ Cross & Crown  ☐ Masonic   ☐ Willow & Urn 
☐ Dove    ☐ Other fraternal order  ☐ Other:  
       
        
     
Condition of marker:  
 
Condition: (check all that apply) 
 
Overall Cleanliness:       Overall condition: 
☐ Clean/no soiling       ☐ encroaching plants           ☐ cracked  
☐ Light soiling       ☐ overhanging plants/trees  ☐ unattached 
☐ Moderate soiling, biological growth  ☐ displaced by roots            ☐ leaning  
☐ Dark soiling, biological growth      ☐ foundation visible   ☐ loose 
☐ Heavy soiling and staining      ☐ sunken/tilted stones   ☐ repaired 
☐ Vandalism        ☐ portions missing               ☐ broken  
 
Secondary Marker: 
☐ Endowed markers ☐ Organizational markers ☐ Other: 
☐ Flags   ☐ Plates   ☐ None  















Name: Francis J., Eliza Ford, Sarah Louise 
Date of Birth & Death: below 
 
Francis J. Pelzer,                           
Born                          
April 9, 1826,       
Died 
March 31, 1916,    
 
Sarah Louise Pelzer  
NOVEMBER 3,1877 
APRIL 17, 1953 
 
Eliza Ford/ Wife of/ FRANCIS J. PELZER/ Born/ 





Name: B.S.D. Muckenfuss 
Date of Birth & Death: 11/11/1810 – 12/19/1897 
 
B.S.D. Muckenfuss, 
Sept 11th 1810 
Dec 19th 1897 






Name: Edmond Arnold Pelzer 
Date of Birth & Death: 5/13/1880 – 2/27/1881 
 
Sacred  
To the Memory of 
Edmond Arnold 
Infant Son of  
Francis J. & Eliza F.  
Pelzer  
Born May 13th 1880  










Name: Hannah Maria Pelzer 
Date of Birth & Death: 10/10/1793 – 4/11/1874  
 
Sacred  
To the Memory of 
Hannah Maria Pelzer 
Wife of 
Anthony A Pelzer   
Born Oct 10th 1793  
Died April 11th 1874  





Name: Sarah Ann Seignious 
Date of Birth & Death: 8/17/1872 – 2/18/1874 
 
OUR LITTLE SARAH  
In Memory of/ Sarah Ann,  
Daughter of 
J.M.& G.H. Seignious  
Born Aug 17, 1872  








Name: Sarah Ann Pelzer 
Date of Birth & Death: 6/18/1831 – 10/10/1872 
 
Sacred 
To the Memory of  
Sarah Ann Pelzer, 
Beloved Wife of 
Francis J. Pelzer 
Born June 15th 1831,  
Died Oct 10th 1872 





Name: C.D. & Rebecca Jane Bateman 
Date of Birth & Death: 9/22/1889     10/24/1882 
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In Loving                              Rebecca Jane 
Remembrance of                   Wife of 
C.D. Bateman,                       C.D.Bateman, 
Died                                       fell asleep Oct. 24, 1882 
Sept 22 N.D. 1889,                A tender mother,  
 a devoted wife, 
Aged 61 years,                       a true friend 
1 month, 24 Days                   Triumphant in death 
And now resigning in the 
light 





Name: Rebecca Jane Bateman 
Date of Birth & Death: 1/22/1856 – 11/21/1875 
 
Rebecca Jane, 
Daughter of/ C.D. & RI. Bateman 
Born Jany 22, 1856 
Died Nov. 21, 1875  
"I have learned the song they sing   
Whom Jesus hath set free  
And the Jasper walls of Heaven ring  







Name: Sarah Lillian & Eve Thomasine Wescoat 
Date of Birth & Death: 2/23/1869 – 11/8/1876 & 11/28/1875 – 11/3/1876 
 
Sacred to The Memory  Sacred to the Memory of 
Sarah Lillian,    Eva Thomasine 
Beloved child of   Beloved child of 
J.J. and S.B. Wescoat   J.J. and S.B. Wescoat 
Born February 23rd 1869   Born November 28th 1875 
Died November 8th 1876   Died November 3rd 1876 
"Suffer Little Children to  





Name: Rev. Sidi Brown Harper 
Date of Birth & Death: 11/16/1875 – 3/4/1922 
 
Rev. Sidi Brown 
Harper 
Nov. 16, 1875  
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Name: James Jordon Muckenfuss 
Date of Birth & Death: 10/7/1879 – 9/3/1881  
 
James Jordan 
Infant Son of 
W.G. & M.L. Muckenfuss 
Born Oct 7th 1879   






Name: Martha L. Vernon Muckenfuss & Wesley George Muckenfuss  
Date of Birth & Death: 12/16/1844 – 6/17/1884 & 12/13/1839 – 4/14/1913 
 
MUCKENFUSS 
Mary L. Vernon 
Wife of 
W. G. Muckenfuss 
Dec 16, 1844  
June 17, 1884  
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Wesley George Muckenfuss 
Dec 13, 1839  





Name: Louisa M. Reeder 
Date of Birth & Death: 11/23/1811 – 2/26/1884 
 
Louisa M. Reeder 
Beloved Wife of 
Manning B. Reeder 
And daughter of 
Henry Muckenfuss 
Born Nov 23, 1811,  




Name: Minnie Louise Smith 
Date of Birth & Death: 10/10/1870 – 1/3/1883 
 
Minnie Louise  
Beloved and only daughter of 
W. Hampton & Sue L. Smith  
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Born Nov 10, 1870  
Died Jan 3, 1883 
Verse  






Name: Manning B. Reeder 
Date of Birth & Death: 11/17/1811 – 2/25/1871 
 
OUR FATHER 
Manning B. Reeder 
Born Nov. 17, 1811  
DiedFeb25, 1871 
A fond and affectionate Husband  
a kind and indulgent parent has  











Name: Thomas Henry Reeder 
Date of Birth & Death: 12/1/1841 – 7/27/1864 
 
OUR BROTHER  
Thomas Henry 
Son of 
M.B. & L.M. Reeder,  
Born Dec. 1st 1841,  
Died July 27, 1864,  
of fever, contracted in camp  
at Green Pond, S.C.  
None knew him but to love him 





Name: William Capers Muckenfuss 
Date of Birth & Death: 9/15/1843 – 7/28/1862 
 




B. S. D. & L.A. Muckenfuss 
Was born 
Sept 15, 1843  
and died 
July 28th 1862 
A Member of Co. A  
WASINGTON LIGHT INFANTRY 
Eutaw Regiment 






Name: Louisa Antoinette Muckenfuss 
Date of Birth & Death: 1/3/1812 – 10/12/1873 
 
Sacred  
To the memory of 
Louisa Antoinette, Beloved Wife of 
B.S.D. Muckenfuss, 
Born Jan 3rd.1812  









Name: Anna Chrietzberg 
Date of Birth & Death: 1821 - 1872 
 
Erected  
To the Memory of 
Anna/ Beloved Wife of 
Rev.A.M.Chrietzberg,  
So. Ca. Con 
Anima Blandula  






Name: Charles Benjamin Muckenfuss 
Date of Birth & Death: 2/24/1861 – 1/13/1877 
 
Charles Benjamin 
Eldest Son of 
C.H. and RM.Muckenfuss  
Born Feb 24th. 1861  
Died January 13th 1877  
"No flower can drop too 










Name: Adolph B. Steinmeyer 
Date of Birth & Death: 2/7/1861 – 7/21/1900 
 
In Memory of 
Adolph B. Steinmeyer 
Born Feb 7, 1861  





Name: Sarah Harriet Winn 
Date of Birth & Death: 2/7/1827 
 




Wife of Thomas L. Winn  




Aged 23 years 8 months  






Name: Julia L. Steinmeyer 
Date of Birth & Death: 3/12/1833 – 12/6/1886 
 
In Memory of 
Julia L. Steinmeyer 
Beloved Wife of 
Adolph B. Steinmeyer 
Born March 12, 1833 








Name: John Frederick Steinmeyer 




Born Dec 20, 1807  
Died Aug 5, 1894  
Asleep in Jesus 
 
 
         
Inscription: 
Name: Elizabeth Mason 




Mrs. Elizabeth M.  
Mason  
Consort of the 
Rev Thomas Mason  
Who died in the Lord 
March 23rd 1812  




All flesh is grass and all  
the glory of man as the  
flower of grass  
The grass withereth and  
the flower thereof falleth away  





Name: Elizabeth O. Benoist & Ann Bowles 
Date of Birth & Death: 11/1/1804 & 9/4/1816 
 
Sacred To the memory of  
Elizabeth 0. Benoist  
Who departed this life  
November the 1st in the year  
of our Lord 1804 
Aged 17 years 4 months  
and 4 days  
ALSO  
In Memory of 
Our Mother 
Mrs. Ann Bowles,  
Who departed this Life  
on the 4th of Sept 18I6  








Name: Mary and Thomas Barnes 
Date of Birth & Death: 8/2/1850 & 2/21/1853 
 
Sacred 
To the memory  
of our Mother and Father 
Mrs. Mary Barnes,  
Wife of 
Thomas Barnes 
A native of Portsmouth, England, 
And Resident of Charleston, So. Ca.  
Thirty One years,  
Departed this life the 2nd.  
Of August 1850 / Aged Sixty Five Years  
ALSO Of Thomas Barnes, 
The Husband of Mary Barnes, 
A Native of Cumberland, England, 
And Resident of Charleston, So. Ca.  
Thirty Five Years  
Departed this 
life the 21st  
Of February 1853  










Name: Ann Eliza Calder 




Mrs. Ann Eliza Calder,  
Wife of/ Edwin Eason Calder 
Born 25th of May 1842 
Died 19th of May 1859 Aged 16 years, 11 Months, 

















Name: George Stattler 
Date of Birth & Death: 2/4/1799  
 
Sacred 
To the Memory 
of George Stattler,  
Who was killed by the explosion of a cannon  
At Fort Mechanic, Feb,y 4th 1799  
Aged 25 Years and 7 Months  
The Youth obedient to his Country's calls,  
A faithful victim to his duty falls 
Torn from the fond companions of his life, 
His Mother, Brother, Sister and his Wife. 












Name: Norbert and Sarah Vinro 
Date of Birth & Death: 7/4/1856 
Gender: Male & Female 
 
OUR Grandfather And Grandmother 
Norbert And Sarah Vinro  
Though parted by death  
for many years  
Have at length found the same  
Peaceful Resting Place  
He in the full vigor of early manhood  
Left his widow and four little ones  
To the care of that God 
he had loved  
And served from childhood,  
and departed in full assurance  
Of a blissful immortality I She lived out her four score 
  
Years 
Faithfully performed the duties 
That devolved upon her 
(And they were not few) In her last moments with faculties 
unimpaired she thanked God 
For preserving her 
From the usual 
infirmities of old age  
And taking her so gently to himself 
On the 4th of July 1856  
She fell sweetly asleep in Jesus  










Name: Elliott W. Hudgins 
Birth & Death Date: 6/26/1886 
 
Son of 
Gen E. and Rosa G. 
Hudgins 









Name: Catherine Mood 
Birth & Death Date: 7/22/1798 – 
1/31/1857 
 
In Memory of/ Mrs. Catharine Mood  
Wife of 
Rev. John Mood  
Who was Born in Charleston 
22nd July 1798  
And died 31st January 1857  
She was a member of the M.E. Church   
And exhibited throughout the period  
by her Godly walk the power of religion 
She was charitable  
alms giving, and in love 
and forbearance towards others  
Her last days were spent in providing  
for the poor who for years had received  
special attention  
When this was accomplished  






Name: L.P. Speissegger 







March 11th 1813  
Died 





Name: Agnes C. Speissegger 





Agnes C. Speissegger  
Born 
February 16th, 1814,  
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Died  
May 30th 1895 






Name: Seth Thornton Prior 
Birth & Death Date: 9/23/1854 
 
OUR LITTLE SON 
Seth Thornton Prior 
Died of Yellow Fever 23rd September 
1854 Aged 7 years 2 months  





Name: Julia Prior 
Birth & Death Date: 10/12/1854 
 
OUR LITTLE DAUGHTER  
Julia Prior  
Died of Yellow Fever  
12th October 1854  
Aged 10 years 
1 month 





Name: William Bird 




To the Memory of William Bird  
Born in Williamsburg District 
S.C. October 18th, 1794  
Died in Charleston, S.C.  
Aug 21st, 1878  
For over 60 years consistent  
and useful member of Bethel Church / During this long period he faithfully 
filled the offices of Trustee 
and Steward In Jesus Christ he fell asleep  







Name: Rev. Asbury Morgan 




to the Memory  
of the  
Rev Asbury Morgan 
Who was born in Virginia 25th August 
1797  
And died in Charleston of yellow Fever  
25th September 1828,  
He embraced Religion in his Youth 
entered the itinerancy in 1818,  
And continued in it until a peaceful death 
dismissed him from the labours of earth  
to the rewards of a blissful Immortality  
A man of genuine piety, ardent zeal for 
God much sweetness and affectionate 
simplicity   
of manners, greatly beloved 
by those  
who knew him  
A bereaved Wife (who with three children   
is left to mourn a loss which earth  
cannot repair  
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has inscribed 







Name: Thomas Joseph Thackman 
Birth & Death Date: 9/29/1856 
 
Here rests the remains of 
Thomas Joseph/ Son of 
F. Postell & E.B. Thackman 
who departed this life 29th Sept.1856  
Aged 1 year 






Name: Martha Vernon & Lovick Pierce 
Murrah 




to the memory of 
Mrs. Martha Vernon Murrah  
Wife of the Rev.d William Murrah 
of the So Ca. Conference 
She was a Native of Mississippi but from    
a residence of this State  
- - - 
 the devoted follower of 
her Divine Redeemer  
and after having for several years  
maintained the character of her Christian Profession 
was taken to the enjoyment 
of the everlasting rest 
June 15th. 1852  
Aged 20 years 1 month & 22 days 
The suavity of her temper, amiability of her Character, and  
ardent piety I greatly endeared her to all her acquaintances  
And her memory is embalmed in  
the best affections of her surviving friends  
Here also  
rest the remains of 
Lovick Pierce,  
(Son of William & Martha Murrah  
who departed this life September 15th 1832  





Name: Eliza Ann, Louise Caroline, Emma 
F., & Julius Forster 
Birth & Death Date:  
 
Deposited  
in one Grave  
until the resurrection  
of the just  
Lie here the mortal remains of 
Eliza Ann Forster AE 39 I who for twenty-two years 
a meek and careful follower 
of Jesus 
Also her three children. Louise Caroline Forster AE 18  
Lovely accomplished dutiful and pious: 
Emma F. Forster AE 16 months/ and Julius A. Forster AE 11 mo. 
Their surviving husband and father/ Alexius M. Forster 
In tears: but yet consoled  






Name: Barbara McDowell 




Barbara McDowell  
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Wife of 
John McDowell of this City, Merchant  
who after a long and severe trial of 
bodily affliction which she bore with patience 
Enlightened by the truths of Religion and a heart  
Sanctified by Divine Grace, I Departed this life 
on the 18th day of June 






Name: John McDowall 
Birth & Death Date: 12/24/1820 
 
Sacred 
To the Memory of John McDowall  
Whom it pleases Almighty God To remove 
from this vale of tears to a better World 
on the 24th day of December 1820,  
in the 62nd. Year of his age.  
He was a Native of Ireland but the last 10 years a much beloved and highly 
Respected  
Citizen of this place  
In his last painful illness he realized that Jesus can make A dying bed, 
Feel soft and downy pillows are,  
While on his breast, I lean my head, 






Name: Sarah Heron 
Birth & Death Date: 11/12/1835 
 
Sacred  
To the Memory  
Of 
Sarah Heron,  
Who departed this life  
on the 12th day 
of November 1835   
In the 46th year 







Name: Rev. John G. Postell 
Birth & Death Date: 4/8/1841 
 
In 
Memory of the 
Rev. John G. Postell 
Who departed this life in this City I on the 8th of April 1841  
Aged 29 years and 4 months,  
And in the 7th year of his  
Itinerant Ministry  
Beloved and useful as a Minister,  
Contented and happy as a Christian I And Triumphant in death  
He lived what he preached, and died I as he lived, a Christian I In 
affectionate remembrance  
this stone has been erected by one I nearest to him who could best  
appreciate his virtues and lives to  






Name: Eliza Sewell 
Birth & Death Date: 8/30/1841  
 
In Memory of  
Mrs. Eliza Sewell 
Consort of Rev.d Ja.s  Sewell  
She was a Native of Fredericksburg, Va.  
And died in peace on the 30th August, 
1841,  






Name: Rev. Urban Cooper 
Birth & Death Date: 10/8/1817 
 
Sacred 
To the Memory of the 
Rev. Urban Cooper, Minister of the 
Methodist 
Episcopal Church 
Charleston Who departed this life 
Wednesday the 8th Oct 1817  
AE 27 years 3 months and 4 days 
Verse— 
Verse –  
In testimony of respect and affection his 
bereaved  
Widow has caused this tablet to be laid to  
his memory which is affectionately 





Name: Elizabeth R. Colson 
Birth & Death Date: 2/11/1828 – 
12/16/1898 
 
Elizabeth R. Colson 
Feb 11, 1828  
Dec 16, 1898  





Name: Rev. Jacob Rumph 
Birth & Death Date: 9/11/1812 
 
Sacred 
To the memory of 
The Rev.d Jacob Rumph 
who departed this life 





Name: Hannah Groning 
Birth & Death Date: 9/26/1841 
 
Sacred  
To the memory of 
Hannah Groning  
Consort of Lewis Groning who departed this life  
Septm.r 26th 1841  
in hopes of a glorious Immortality 
Aged 57 years 
 
 
         
Inscription: 
Name: Joseph Zealy 




Joseph Zealy, who departed this life 
The 26th May 1860,  





        
Inscription: 
Name: William Price 
Birth & Death Date: 1802 
 
In Memory of 
William Price  
who departed this life  
May 17th 1802 





Name: Charles C. Seyle 
Birth & Death Date: 7/12/1823 – 
2/10/1880 
 
Charles C. Seyle  
Born July 12, 1823  














Mary S.S. Jackson 
Wife of  
Rev W.J. Jackson 
Born 19th October 1802  











Name: Jane Brown 
Birth & Death Date: 12/25/1832 
 
Sacred  
To the Memory of 
Mrs. Jane Brown, who was born at Brixham  
Devonshire England 
And for the last 36 years 
A Resident of this 
City I Who departed this life  
25 Dec.r Anno Domini 1832  
Aged Sixty Two years, 4 months, I Leaving a son and five daughters  




         
Inscription: 
Name: William Watters, Henry T. 
Fitzgerald, James King, & John N. Jones 
Birth & Death Date:  
 
WILLIAM Watters 
A Native of Maryland, 
and one of the first/ Methodists in America 
He joined the church in 1771  
entered upon the work of the/ Minister in 1772 and died 
in the full triumph of Faith  
August 10, 1804 aged 65 
(3) They rest from their labors and 
their works do follow them 
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(4) Henry T. Fitzgerald  
Born in North Carolina  
Dedicated himself 
to the service of the church  
in the morning of life  
and left the 
world rejoicing  
In hope of the Glory of God  
September 12, 1810  
Aged 22 Blessed are the dead  
that die  
in the Lord 
(1) Erected by the members of/ the Methodist Episcopal Church in Charleston 
James King 
A native of Virginia 
who gave his life 
his labours and his fortune  
to the Church of Christ  
and died in peace  
September 18, 1793  
Aged 23  
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Inscription: 
Name: Capt. Joseph, Mary P., Joseph, & 
Joseph II Hunt 
Birth & Death Date:  
 
Sacred to the Memory of  
Capt. Joseph Hunt,  
a native of Boston, Mass  
But for many years last  
a resident in this City,  
who died 
Jan 12th 1822 AEt 45  
Also his wife Mary P. Hunt who died 
May 10, 1814 AEt 45  
And two sons of theirs, 
Joseph died Aug. 20, 1806, AEt, 5 Months, Joseph 2nd. Died March 14, 1808 AEt 9 
months 
May no rude foe disturb the ground  
Where these reposing friends are found. 
 
 
         
Inscription: 
Name: Mary Elizabeth Warren 
Birth & Death Date: 10/10/1855  
 
OUR DEAR LITTLE DAUGHTER 
Mary Elizabeth  
child of 
Benjamin & Mary E. Warren 
Died Oct. 10th 1855 
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Aged 1 year 6 months 





Name: Ann Matilda Kennedy 
Birth & Death Date: 6/21/1834 
 
Sacred 
To the memory 
Of 
Mrs. Ann Matilda Kennedy  
Wife of I Rev. Wm. 
M. Kennedy who departed this life 
June 21st 1834  
Aged 36 years & 3 days 
For 17 years, she adorned her 
profession as a member of the  
M.E. Church  
Her intellectual endowerments, were above mediocrity  
and her natural  
disposition amiable and kind  
which together with an ardent & uniform  
piety rendered her highly interesting in all the relations of  






         
Inscription: 
Name: Annie A Warren 
Birth & Death Date: 1/12/1932 
 
Annie A. Warren 
Daughter of 
B.W. and Mary E. Warren 
Died Jan 12, 1932 
 
   
         
Inscription: 
Name: Eva Lee Warren 




Dr. and Mrs. B.W.  
Warren 
died Sept 17, 1893  
Aged 26 yrs.  





         
Inscription: 
Name: Margaret Just 




To the Memory of  
Mrs. Margaret Just, Born in Philadelphia 
January 20th 1794  





         
Inscription: 
Name: George Just 
Birth & Death Date: 7/9/1853 
 
Sacred 
To the memory of/ George Just, 
Who departed this life 
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On the 9th of July Anna Domini 1853  
Aged 70 years  
He was born in Fult, Germany,  
about the year 1783  
Emigrated to America in 1794,  
has been a Resident of the City of Charleston, S.C.  
upwards Of 50 years where he was known  
as an honest industrious 
Citizen, he was near 42 years a member of the 
Methodist E. Church in which he held offices  
of trustee, Steward and Class leader 
for many years 
He was a friend of the poor, a Father to 
The orphan 
His house was ever open to the Widow  
and the Friendless,  
It is well said, "The memory of the just is Blessed" 
Verse-- 
This tribute of affection  
by a Beloved Wife who is left to mourn  
But not without hope.  
 
 
         
Inscription: 
Name: Susannah Mills Penington 
Birth & Death Date: 8/20/1877 
 
In Memory  
Of 
Mrs. Susannah Mills Pennington,  
Daughter of 
John & Elizabeth Furchess 
Who died August 20th 1877  






         
Inscription: 
Name: Earnest A Steinmeyer 





AB. & J.L. Steinmeyer,  
July 30th 1866  
Died July 6th, 1877 
 
 
         
Inscription: 
Name: William Frederick Steinmeyer 




To the Memory of 
William Frederick 
Son of 
Adolph and Julia L.  
Steinmeyer 
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Born 20th Nov. 1854  




Name: Margaret Christina Steinmeyer 




To the memory of 
Margaret Christina  
Daughter of 
J.F. & Margaret Steinmeyer 
Born 12th August 1839  
Died 12th October 1854  









Name: Lizzie Moore 
Birth & Death Date: 3/10/1871 
 
OUR LIZZIE  
Daughter  
P.D. & A J. Moore 
Died March 10th, 1871  




         
Inscription: 
Name: Ellen Amelia Steinmeyer 
Birth & Death Date: 10/21/1871 
 
Sacred 
To the Memory of Ellen Amelia 
Daughter of 
J.F. & M. Steinmeyer 
Who died 21st Oct 1871,  
Aged 22 years 7 months  




         
Inscription: 
Name: Anna Catherine Steinmeyer 
Birth & Death Date: 9/18/1841 – 
7/26/1899 
 
In Memory of 
Anna Catherine  
Daughter of 
J.F. & M. Steinmeyer 
Sept 18, 1841,  




         
Inscription: 
Name: Charles Smith 






To the memory of/ Charles Smith 
Son of 
Whitefoord & Margaret Smith  
of strict Integrity  
of kind disposition  
and an affectionate heart,  
he gained the confidence of 
his friends and the love of/ a large circle 
of relations  
He had been for some Years 
a professed follower 
of his Saviour 
and died in the enjoyment of 
a saving faith and hope full  
of a blessed immortality  
(2) Born 9th September 1823  
(3) This Tribute of affection/ has been 
erected 
by his surviving Brothers 











Name: David, Evenna, Sophronia, Louisa, 
Gassandra Traxler 
Birth & Death Date:  
 
To the Memory 
Of 
my father and 
Four Sisters,  
David Traxler, Departed this life  
In Charleston,  
June 2, 1856  
Aged 40 years and 6 Months 
Mark the perfect  
Man and behold  
the upright, for the  
end of that man  
is peace. 
Eveanna  
Born Dec. 11, 1855 / Died July 9, 1857 
(2) Sophronia 
Born Feb 5, 1848 / Died Nov. 8, 1848 
(3) Louisa 
Born Nov. 3, 1846 / Died Jan 14, 1848  
(3) Gasandra  
Born May 5, 1845 I Died May 7, 1846 
 
     
 






Name: Mary Ann Roberson 
Birth & Death Date: 5/31/1818 
 
Sacred 
To the Memory of 
Mrs. Mary Ann Roberson,  
who departed this life  
on the 31st day of May 1818  
Aged 35 years 1 month  
and 19 days.  
 
 
         
Inscription: 
Name: Mellicent Reeder 











Name: Olin B Davis 
Birth & Death Date: 10/30/1841 – 
12/9/1866  
 
Olin B. Davis, 
Born October 30th, 1841 
Died December 9th, 1866 





Name: Elizabeth H. Burnham 
Birth & Death Date: 1/19/1872 
 
In Memory of  
My “Lizzie” 
Elizabeth H. Burnham 
Wife of 
Robert E. Burnham, 
Who died 
January 19, 1872 
Aged 30 years 2 months 







         
Inscription: 
Name: Charles H. Muckenfuss 





Oct. 25, 1835. 
June 3, 1914. 
Faithful Unto Death 
 






Name: Rosa Mary Muckenfuss 




BELOVED WIFE OF 
C.H. MUCKENFUSS, 
BORN OCT. 9TH, 1835. 
DIED NOV. 2ND, 1881. 
“A BRIGHTER HOME THAN OURS IN HEAVEN, IS NOW THINE OWN.” 
 
 
        
Inscription: 
Name: Mary Louise Steinmeyer 



















Name: George, Harriet Ann White, Rosa 
Ellen, & Hallie Pelzer 
Birth & Death Date: 1822 – 1894, 1837 – 
1883, 1870 – 1903, & 1868 - 1941 
 
Pelzer 
George Stephen Pelzer M.D. 
1822 – 1894 
His wife 
Harriet Ann White 
1837 – 1883 
Their children 
Rosa Ellen Pelzer 
1870 – 1903 
Hallie Pelzer 




         
Inscription: 
Name: John II & Kennedy Furchess 








         
Inscription: 
Name: Elizabeth Furchess 




         
Inscription: 
Name: Lavinia C. & Henry Gerhard 
Warnken 













            
Inscription: 
Name: Elizabeth M. Moore 




     
Inscription: 
Name: Susannah She… 




The 15th Dec 1852 





Where follwers of that 
Redeemer, who said 
The resurrection and  
They that believeth in 






Birth & Death Date: 7/31/1885  
 
 
   
Inscription: 
Name: Eliza Russell 
Birth & Death Date: 5/30/1828  
 
Sacred to the Memory 
Of 
Mrs. Eliza Russell 
Widow of the  
Rev.d James Russell,  
Who died the 30th May AD. 1828  





Leaving two infant Daughters to  
mourn the early exit of their  















Name: Claudius S. Duncan Sr. & Claudius S. Duncan Jr. 






Name: Rosa Davis Black 





Name: Hester Davis Duncan 




Name: Margaret M. Brightman 








Name: Jos. Black 














Name: Ruth Duncan Nesbit 





Name: H Nesbit Sr. 
Birth & Death Date: 1912 – 1985  
 





Name: Marguerite Duncan Wragg 





Name: Etta M Brightman 








Name: John Pinckney 
















Name: Prosper Wigfall 
Birth & Death Date: Nov. 14, 1882 – Dec. 27, 1928 
 






Name: Rosa L. Jackson & Anna Jackson Meares 
Birth & Death Date: 1890 – 1957    1914 - 1978 
 
Mother                               Anna Jackson Meares 
Rosa L. Jackson                 April 25, 1914 
May 29, 1890                     Aug. 9, 1978 







Name: John Brown Sr.  
Birth & Death Date: Jan. 1, 1907 – Jan. 14, 1977 
 






Name: Margaret Cooper Washington 











Name: Victoria & Thomas Ferguson, Phoebe M. Maybank 
Birth & Death Date: below 
 
Matthews 
Victoria Ferguson                            Sept 5, 1938 Phoebe M. Maybank Oct. 8, 1973 
May 25, 1912 – May 11, 1973 
Her Son 
Thomas Ferguson 






Name: Caroline Wigfall 
Birth & Death Date: Feb 2, 1880 – Nov 7, 1962 
 





Name: Samuel Melrose 
Birth & Death Date: December 5, 1879 – May 11, 1960 
 






Name: Elizabeth O. Jenkins 











Name: Bertha Mack 






Died April 22, 1909 
In Life We Love Thee 






























Name: Ernest Brown 
Birth & Death Date: 1938 - 1979 
 




Name: Alvin Evans 











Name: Flossie F. Rutledge 






Name: John Lucius McKinney & Lottie Richardson McKinney 
Birth & Death Date: 
 
John Lucius McKinney        Lottie Richardson McKinney 
U.S. Navy                             Mar 10 1886 
World War II                        Aug 20 1976 
May 20 1921 







Name: Andrea Lucious McKinney 
Birth & Death Date: Dec 21 1982 – Jan 4 1983 
 






Name: Henry Gadsden 





Name: Sadie Brown 






Name: Elizabeth Fleming 






Name: Louise Washington 







Name: Benjamin Brown Jr. 






Name: William Andrew Wragg Sr. 





Name: Lula V 
Birth & Death Date: 
 






Name: Elizabeth B. Mack 
Birth & Death Date: Sept 18, 1852 – Aug 10. 1913 
 
Sacred to the memory of 
Elizabeth B 
Beloved wife of 
Walter M. Mack 
Born Sept 18, 1952 
Died Aug 10, 1913 
Dear one of love 
Thou art gone to thy rest 
Forever to bask 







Name: Annie W. Jenkins 









Name: Mary Gardner Allen 
Birth & Death Date: May 18, 1893 – Dec 22, 1958 
 





Name: Alma Motte Sherald 
Birth & Death Date: Nov 28, 1909 – Nov 7, 1954 
 
Loving and Devoted 





Name: Rosemary Gregg 






Name: Oliver Jenkins 











Name: Henry E. Manigault 
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Name: Wilhelmina Emanuel 
Birth & Death Date: Feb 9, 1887 – Feb 6, 1969 
 





Name: Thomas B Fernandez 
Birth & Death Date: Mat 14, 1938 – Apr 2 1973 
 
New York 







Name: Thomas B Fernandez 
Birth & Death Date: Mat 14, 1938 – Apr 2 1973 
 
New York 






Name: Oliver Jenkins Jr. 






Name: Viola Pierce Mazyck &Vivian M. Williamson 
Birth & Death Date: below 
 
In Loving Memory 
Viola Pierce Mazyck 
1895 – 1955  
Wife of 
Ernest J. Mazyck 
Vivian M. Williamson 







Name: Dolly N. Brown 
Birth & Death Date: Aug 15, 1876 – Feb 4, 1947 
 
In Loving Memory 
Of My Dear Mother 









Name: Josephine Caper 






Name: Celia D. Williams 









Name: Jane & Philip Horry 
Birth & Death Date: below 
 
Janie E.                   Philip H. 
Mar. 8, 1888           June 13, 1885 
June 11, 1965         Apr 29, 1948 






Name: Isaac Capers 






Birth & Death Date: below 
 
John E. Gregg Sr. 
Jan 9, 1915 – May 1, 1999 
Adeline P. Gregg 
Oct 26, 1917 – Dec 27, 2000 
Rosemary Gregg 






Name: Mabel W. Deas 





Name: Sally Washington 






Name: Earl Alonzo Jones 
Birth & Death Date: June 29, 1942 – January 26, 1962 
 












Name: Herbert A. Jones 






Name: Carolyn P. Brown 






Name: Christopher Nelson 








Name: Mildred Coleman Gadsden 






Name: Joanna R. Crawford 







Name: John Timothy Bennett Sr. 
Birth & Death Date: Aug 22, 1887 – July 7, 1960 
 







Name: Helen J. Brown 






Name: Dora Mitchell Bennett 
Birth & Death Date: Nov 25, 1894 – Oct 28, 1992 
 





Name: Bernard H. Brown 






Name: John P. Fludd 
Birth & Death Date: July 23, 1847 – Sept 2, 1917 
 








Name: Nathaniel Paul Bennett II 







Name: Margaret Roper 
Birth & Death Date: Jan 28, 1874 – Oct 9, 1929 
 
There is a ???? bright some where 






Name: Albert G. Ernest 
Birth & Death Date: Mar 11, 1895 – Mar 21, 1942 
 






Name: Mollie V. Manigault 
Birth & Death Date: May 6, 1862 – March 1, 1937 
 






Name: Vincent Mortimer Manigault 
Birth & Death Date: March 7, 1915 – March 18,  
 






Name: James Davis Jr 
Birth & Death Date: Sept 10,1931 – Jan 10, 1969 
 
South Carolina 






Name: Bessie L. Mills 
Birth & Death Date: Dec 28, 1892 – Oct 3, 1943 
 








Name: Alma E. Manigault 






Name: Geneva Burroughs Sease 
Birth & Death Date: 1892 - 1933 
 
Blessed are the pure in heart,  





Name: Edward C. Sease 
Birth & Death Date: March 26, 1880 – Aug 1, 1952 
 
South Carolina 






Name: Hattie Marie Burroughs 






Name: Arthur A & Lou Ella M Connor 
Birth & Death Date: 
 
Arthur A Connor                                Lou Ella M Connor 







Name: Gordon Burroughs  






Name: Roger Myers  
Birth & Death Date: May 14, 1950 April 5, 2004  
 







Name: Elizabeth M Rose  
Birth & Death Date: January 15, 1931  
 






Name: Bertha Simmon  
Birth & Death Date: Nov 8, 1897 – Feb 1, 1973  
 
May you rest in  
Peace 









Name: Edward and Emma Burroughs  
Birth & Death Date: below 
 
BURROUGS 
Edward Butler, D.D.             Emma Belton 
1863 – 1919                          1865 - 1943 






Name: Izetta McGill 
















Name: Julius & Dorothy Fielding 






Name: Ella & Bernice Manigault 
Birth & Death Date: below 
 
Ella Hutchinson          Bernice Evelyn 
Died                            Died 










Name: Peter Porcher Poinsette 






Name: Susan Holloway 
Birth & Death Date: Nov 2, 1871 – Oct 28, 1953 
 


















Name: Septima Poinsette Clack 
Birth & Death Date: May 3, 1898 – Dec 15, 1987 
 
Humanitarian, civil rights activist, 
Teacher, leader, friend 
The Christian meaning of joy is not absent of disappointments suffering failure tension or 
conflict it is rather the men and women are still able in spite of the trials to believe that 
the future is open to new possibilities and that love which comes out of pain has a special 






Name: William H. Swinton 
Birth & Death Date: Oct 4, 1898 – Sept 25, 1924 
 
His fond true heart  
is still, the hands  
that toiled so hard for me now lie in  








Name: Martha A. Brown 
Birth & Death Date: died June 27, 1921 
 








Name: Richard & Naomi Brown 
Birth & Death Date: below 
 
375
Richard Brown       Naomi W. Brown 
Feb. 5, 1936           Dec. 5, 1935  







Name: Pierce Lindsay 
Birth & Death Date: July 15, 1859 – June 4, 1923 
 
Our Beloved Father 
Blessed are the  







Name: Ernestine Washington 






Name: John Brown 
Birth & Death Date: 
 
South Carolina 
PFC 81 CML 
Smoke GENR CO 








Name: David C Reaties 










Name: Zoury Ladson 









Name: Pearline B Reaties 











Name: Anthony O’Neil Fraiser 
Birth & Death Date: December 2, 1969 – July 31, 1988 
 







Name: Mathena Gladden 






Name: Victoria Anderson 







Name: Juanita Manigault Robinson 








Name: Emily Gertrude Johnson 







Name: Julia Patterson 
Birth & Death Date: Died Nov 15th 1913 
 







Name: Joseph Chase 














Name: Evola Jenkins 
Birth & Death Date: Sept 16, 1951 – Oct 12, 1972 
 







Birth & Death Date: below 
 
April 24, 1854          Philippa Twine              April 24, 1929 
Nov. 14, 1906          Ruth B. Twine Jones      Dec. 10, 1962 
March 1, 1895         Leon H Jones                  Jan 23, 1975 
March 28, 1885       Ida B. Orr                        Sept 9, 1984 
April 2, 1930           Herbert A. Jones Sr.        Sept 10, 1999 










Name: Mary P. Middleton 
Birth & Death Date: 
 
My wife 









Name: Eugene Canty 







Name: Carrie H Lindsay 
Birth & Death Date: Died Oct 9, 1945 
 
Sacred is the memory of our devoted sister 






Name: Virginia K. Capers 
Birth & Death Date: Dec 29, 1939 – Jun 13, 2007 
 






Name: Evelyn Brown 


















Name: Robert Lindsay 
Birth & Death Date: Oct 8, 1861 – May 24, 1923 
 






Name: Julia L. Swinton 










Birth & Death Date: below 
 
WESTON 
Wife                                   Husband 
Etta L. Weston                   George H. Weston 
Died October 20, 1949       Died January 26, 1933 





Name: Lorene Rosetta Poinsette 
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